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OLDER AMERICANS IN THE NATION’S
NEIGHBORHOODS

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 1, 1978

U.S. SeNaTE,
Seeciar. COMMITTEE oN AGING,
Washington, D.C.

The hearing convened, pursuant to call, at 9:13 a.m., in room 5302,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, ‘Hon. Dennis DeConcini presiding.

Present : Senator DeConcini.

Also present: William E. Oriol, staff director; Garry V. Wenske,
assistant counsel for operations; Letitia Chambers, minority staff di-
rector; Philip S. Corwin and Alan Dinsmore, majority staff members;
Jeffrey Lewis, minority staff member ; Shirley Wilson, office of Senator
DeConcini; Marjorie J. Finney, operations assistant; Alice Hamlin,
resource assistant ; and Kaye English, information assistant.

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR DENNIS DeCONCINI, PRESIDING

Senator DeConcint. Ladies and gentlemen, this is the opening hear-
ing of the Senate Special Committee on Aging, Frank Church, chair-
man. I bid you good morning and welcome to the witnesses we have
today and also to the hearing audience.

Today, the Senate Committee on Aging holds its opening inquiry
into the subject of neighborhoods and the elderly. Our examination
takes place in the firm belief that America’s elderly, more than any
other group in our society, have the greatest need for strong and stable
neighborhoods—and may have the most to lose if they are forced to
reside in blighted areas characterized by substandard housing, inade-
quate public services and commercial activity, and high levels of arson
and street crime.

Older persons—so many of whom live on low, fixed incomes, have
physical limitations, and develop strong psychological needs for secure
and familiar environments—require the good housing ; the ease of ac-
cess to shopping, health care, and social services; and the informal
support and assistance that can be summed up in the word “neigh-
borliness.” ‘

It is clear that healthy neighborhoods are a prerequisite for healthy
cities. And, at a time when renewed interest and new capital is con-
serving the physical resources of neighborhoods, equal attention must
be paid to their human resources.

.. We are beginning these hearings at a moment marked by a clear
shift in the dynamics of America’s urban areas. The problems of the
past have certainly not disappeared. Nor should it be mistakenly
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thought that the problems, assets, revitalization trends, and character-
istics of all neighborhoods or all cities are alike. Nonetheless, a new
stage appears to have been entered, for these reasons, among others:

No. 1: The 1978 Housing and Community Development Amend-
ments declare it to be Federal policy that, in carrying out shelter and
revitalization policies, the utmost care should be taken to minimize
the displacement of persons from their homes and neighborhoods.
Further, the HUD Secretary is ordered to report to the Congress, by
Jannary 31 of next year, her recommendations on the formulation of
a national policy to minimize displacement due to public and private
redevelopment activities.

No. 2: Mr. Rolf Goetze, of the Boston Redevelopment Authority,
speaks in his 1977 study, “Stabilizing Neighborhood,” of a “tidal
wave” of new households which will inundate our urban areas and
bring all their housing resources into play during the remainder of
the century. He goeson:

¥or policymakers, the implications should be clear. The last 20 years can be
characterized as the period when problems of urban blight caused stress; and
the coming 20 years as the period of rediscovery, speculation, and dislocation
* * ¥ we must realize that coming events can bring with them a full measure of
trauma, particularly for existing residents.

" Yet these new trends offer cause for hope as well as concern for, as
Dr. Goetze observes:

Revitalizing neighborhoods offers an unprecedented opportunity to maintain
diversity if appropriate public policies are pursued.

No. 3: An August 1978 study by the National Urban Coalition found
that a group dubbed “the new urban nomads” was being created by
reinvestment displacement in 44 American cities, of all sizes and in
all regions. Of great concern to this committee is the coalition’s finding
that, “The elderly are most often displaced.”

No. 4: The cover story in the December 1978 Harper’s asserts:

1978 * * * was the year the Northern cities confounded the prophets of inner
city doom * * * from Boerum Hill in Brooklin to Capitol Hill in Washington the
fastest growing social problem was not the departure of the white middle class;
it was the displacement of the poor and nonwhite.

This same article goes on to report that domestic and foreign in-
vestment is pouring into America’s urban centers; Federal programs
have contributed to these events in ways that few policymalkers ever
foresaw.

Clearly, the implications of these, and many other reports, are more
than academic matters for older Americans.

More than half of America’s elderly reside in urbanized areas; a full
one-third reside in central cities.

For the 7 out of 10 older Americans who own their own home, will
these changes bring enhanced equity, better municipal services, and
lowered crime on the streets? .

Or will it bring agonizing choices as speculation results in skyrock-
eting property taxes, or even in displacement as code enforcement is
stiffened ¢ For the 30 percent of the elderly who rent, will escalating
prices or condominium conversions force them out of long-occupied
dwellings and into more affordable, but less desirable, parts of the
eity ?
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In short, as many urban commentators have recently inquired: If
America’s cities are to be saved, who will they be saved for? How
can we continue to maintain the diversity of age, economic status, and
ethnic background that are drawing so many of the urban pioneers
back into the hearts of our metropolitan areas?

This is the essential question of today’s hearing, for if the elderly
are forced to compete head to head with others for continued occu-
pancy in good neighborhoods, they will surely be forced out from the
communities they have helped create. :

We will be looking for our panel today to help us answer many
questions, among them:

How much is known about the extent of displacement in America’s
urban centers and its specific impact on the elderly? :

In what ways are older persons benefiting from the revitalization
of our cities? _ ’

How have Federal programs affected neighborhoods? What are our
national neighborhood policies now, and how do we address the future?

What innovative efforts are today helping older homeowners up-
grade and keep their properties, are helping elderly renters to stay
n place and even to become homeowners, and can be replicated and
transplanted to other neighborhoods?

What positive role can the private sector play in helping to maintain
healthy and diverse neighborhoods? .

How can aging services be better targeted and utilized to become an
integrated support system within a community ¢

In coming months the committee will conduct hearings and field
trips in diverse American communities to continue our search for full
answers to these inquiries. .

- In order to best tap the knowledge of today’s witnesses, our hear-
ing will be in a roundtable format. Each witness will be asked one or
two questions after delivering a brief summary of written statements
already received earlier by this committee. We ask that that be kept
to 5 minutes. Then we will move on to the next witness, and at the con-
clusion we will enter a full discussion during which the witnesses will
beil free to exchange comments as well as respond to questions from the
Chair. :

At this time our first witness will be Richard C. D. Fleming, Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Neighborhoods, Voluntary Associations and
Consumer Protection, Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. D. FLEMING, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR NEIGHBORHOODS, VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS
AND CONSUMER PROTECTION, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Fremine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I welcome this opportunity to speak to the committee this morning
about the relationship between urban revitalization and the displace-
ment of our Nation’s elderly population. I would like to also mention
several HUD programs and policies which are directly benefiting sen-
i(l)(xi- ciltizens and are to that extent discouraging displacement of the
elderly.



4

* As is ‘well known, displacement, in urban neighborhoods refers to
situations in which individuals and families are forced to leave their
current housing without opportunity to secure alternative affordable
and adequate housing. Because neighborhoods are continually chang-
ing and because governmental programs tend to focus upon specific
mechanisms which either help or unintentionally worsen displace-
ment, disagreement, remains on ways in which the phenomena may be
adequately responded to by public policy as your opening remarks cer-
tainly suggest. In general, however, most observers agree that dis-
placement is occurring in neighborhoods undergoing:

DISINVESTMENT

A condition marked by the lessening or absence of essential services,
the physical deterioration of both housing and the neighborhoods as a
whole, or the continued reduction in the economic viability of the
area’s properties, which may lead to the eventual abandonment of the
whole neighborhood ; or

REINVESTMENT OR REVITALIZATION

The conscious effort of public and private entities to direct financial
resources into selected neighborhoods, which can result in rising hous-
ing costs and/or rising property taxes, which in turn make the occu-
pants unable to afford to remain in the area and make properties more
attractive to higher income households.

From discussion with neighborhood groups, lenders, community or-
ganizers, and advocates for the elderly, and in reviewing some of the
very recent literature or displacement both within and outside of
HUD, it appears that elderly homeowners and renters are primarily
affected by speculation and its resulting displacement and condo-
conversion. Yet, while we know much is happening, we do not have
documentation of the problem and its unique impact on the elderly, a
need which both HUD and local government can work jointly to re-
solve. In fact, HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research
notes that, the popular press and political debate notwithstanding,
little precisely is really known about the displaced elderly: who they
are, where they go, models of the process, nor methods for controlling
that process. ‘

For example, while the upgrading of the Mount Adam’s area was
of great benefit to Cincinnati, we do not know the extent to which
elderly homeowners sold their homes only to find it extremely hard to
buy elsewhere due to lack of knowledge about the real estate market.
Nor do we know the extent to which elderly renters were forced out
by rehabilitation and consequent rising rents. In the “new” neighbor-
hoods, oldtimers and recent arrivals have yet to coalesce; no one even
is sure if the percent of oldtimers remaining there is 15 to 40 percent.

On the other hand, Washington, D.C., has a large number of apart-
ment buildings being converted to condominiums—having experienced
a greater than 500 percent rise in permit requests in just the last 2
years, particularly in the upper Northwest area, because of rent con-
trols, skyrocketing housing values, and population shifts to a younger,
more affluent group. Most displacees in the Northwest are elderly
_ people who cannot afford to buy an expensive condominium or who may
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not-want to put their life savings into such an investment. Where are
they going? Is this a national phenomenon ¢ We do not precisely know.
At least one study, however, notes that displacement has “dispropor-
tionate impact on the elderly in working class areas which have under-
gone past attempts at traditional renewal * * * or at the fringes of
areas currently being gentrified”—a word which I find somewhat
repugnant, but it is in the quote. Elderly renters are the last to go
since homeowners can generally get relocation assistance.

Let me note briefly some of our current efforts which affect the
elderly and how they may assist revitalization, lessen displacement or
help those displaced.

In the section 202 housing for the elderly program over 340 projects
have been built under the 202 program during the last 20 years. About
96,300 units have started construction since fiscal year 1976. Durin
fiscal year 1978 some 20,000 additional housing units received fun
reservations in this program. These projects tend to stabilize older
neighborhoods, particularly local shopping areas, and have been a
boon to residential areas due to the general feeling and the recogni-
tion that elderly people make good neighbors. Additionally, the pro-
gram specifically requires any persons displaced by a 202 project to be
relocated in adequate and affordable housing.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

While existing FTUD policy is to prevent or minimize displacement
which might be caused by HUD programs or local activities, some
displacement is inevitable as part of the urban revitalization process.
In the case of rehabilitation, for example, temporary relocation is
often required because of the nature of renovation. Community devel-
opment block grant applicants must develop a strategy and describe
actions they will take to directly or indirectly assist persons displaced
by the community development program to remain in their neighbor-
hoods, when they prefer, and to mitigate any adverse effects resulting
from block grant funded activities.

Beyond that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to note a project which
I think the committee would be most interested in and may want to
study in the course of its hearings. It is funded through innovative
grant funding under the block grant fund. Secretary Harris chose
under her discretionary money to fund a very imaginative project in
the city of Savannah, Ga. Those familiar with neighborhood
revitalization are perhaps familiar with the historic preservation
efforts that have gone on in the city of Savannah. ' :

Under this innovative grant, HUD has seeded a program to under-
take the renovation and rehabilitation and historic preservation of the
historic Victorian district in Savannah. The unique aspect of that
renovation, however, is an emphasis through a nonprofit corporation
which is actively involving the private sector in the city and the com-
munity itself in preserving a substantial number of those units that
are going to go through preservation for low and moderate-income
people—a very ambitious project and one which to date is moving on
a very successful basis.

45-366—79——2
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THE SECTION 312 REHABILITATION PROGRAM

The rehabilitation program is of significant use in restoring older
housing in deteriorated condition. We estimate that about 20 percent
of all 312 loans have been made to elderly homeowners, allowing them
to make repairs they would not otherwise be able to make, and by
doing so, helping them remain in their homes.

As the chairman is no doubt aware, recent action by the Congress
has made the program more conducive to neighborhood revitalization
by extending the amount we put into any single house from $17,000
to $27,000 per unit. The fiscal year 1978 program of about $85 million
has been dramatically increased as part of the President’s urban policy
initiative to $230 million for fiscal year 1979, thereby allowing for
greater participation in this program.

Next, the neighborhood strategy area program is a relatively new
concept of HUD. This new program makes funds available, in the
form of rent subsidies, to tenants, many of whom live in small rental
properties in selected target areas. This program, which has 38,000
housing units in it, is beginning in 117 neighborhoods. These funds
will trigger revitalization of the target areas as houses and apartments
are improved. Yet, by subsidizing the remaining rental costs of low
and moderate income people who pay more than 25 percent of their
income for rent, such individuals, many of whom are elderly, are able
to remain in their homes, even as values and rents in the neighborhood
begin to rise. It is a very important initiative that we are going to be
watching closely in those 117 neighborhoods as indications of future
directions of how we encourage cities to use other types of urban
revitalization money.

The next program is also a relatively new initiative; the urban de-
velopment action grant program. Funds from the urban development
action grant program can be used to attract private sector investment
to carry out a variety of commercial- and neighborhood-based revitali-
zation activities such as attraction of industry, construction of new
housing, and improving commercial physical plants. Many cities have
innovatively packaged a number of these approaches.

To date, Mr. Chairman, some $491 million of action grant money
has been awarded to cover 200 cities, and with the objective of leverag-
ing private money I can report to you with enthusiasm that nearly $3
billion of private reinvestment has been triggered by that $491 million
of action grant money. That is enearly a 6 to 1 ratio.

For example, one neighborhood in Newark, N.J., used $400,000 in
urban development action grant funds to attract over $2 million in
private funds for low and moderate income, new and renovated, hous-
ing as well as a shopping center and a vitally needed supermarket in
an area sorely lacking shopping and other amenities. Many of the
95-percent-plus minority residents of this locale are elderly.

The neighborhood self-help program: This program is fostering
self-help activities for neighborhood development organizations in
which staff and residents work to fight blight and restore both the
social and economic health to their neighborhoods, thus enabling the
residents to remain. While these organizations gre not generally ex-
clusively elderly oriented, their activities can and do assist elderly
neighborhood residents. For example, in a recent contract awarded by



Secretary Harris, the Fillmore-Leroy Area Residents, Inc., of Buffalo,
N.Y., received $115,000 to develop a home repair industry which will
provide low-cost assistance to low-income and elderly residents in mak-
ing necessary improvements to their dwellings in a 55-square-block
section of the city. This was one of 21 such contracts made directly to
community-based organizations utilizing community development
bloc grant money. )

Congress very recently passed two very critical pieces of legislation,
a $30 million authorization over the next 2-year period for the Neigh-
borhood Self-Help Development Act and a $15 million authorization
over the next 2-year period for the Livable Cities Act of 1978, both of
which will be key tools in the self-help area.

The final two areas X would like to touch on are housing counseling
and public housing. Under the housing counseling program, private
and voluntary HUD-approved housing counseling agencies assist cur-
rent and prospective renters and homeowners by providing advice on
a variety of housing matters. A significant proportion of clients seek-
ing assistance through agencies providing HUD housing counseling
are low-income persons, many of whom are elderly people who need
help in managing their financial affairs and in finding suitable and
affordable housing to either rent or purchase and matching them up
with the housing resource programs. This has been made a cornerstone
of the housing policy and the program will increase in 1979 by over
100 percent in funding money.

Public and subsidized housing: Since the beginning of the public
housing program in 1934, 1,308,810 housing units have been put under
contract as of January 1, 1978. Public housing represents the largest
single governmental resource available for housing older persons and
at present about 40 percent of the units occupied in public housing have
elderly residents. Public housing, which gives priority consideration to
persons directly displaced by governmental activity, is probably the
Iargest single resource available to the Government for persons requir-
ing relocation.

This administration has recognized the urgency of housing needs for
our senior citizens. For example, in fiscal year 1978, we approved fund
reservations for 108,157 subsidized housing units under the section 8
new, rehabilitated, and existing programs. This amounted to 42 percent
of the total section 8 fund reservations.

Additionally, we hope not to repeat the planning mistakes that we
all learned in urban renewal in the 1950’s and early 1960’s in which
massive blocks of decaying residential and commercial structures were
razed, and the residents relocated—only to have such “neighborhoods”
replaced, in many instances, by concrete jungles in which people
worked during daylight hours but did not inhabit at night.

One thing, however, is clear: We in HUD must view all our pro-
grams as interrelated parts of a total planning and resource process in
a community or neighborhood and not as a series of unrelated and dis-
crete program options.

Mr. Chairman, I want you to know that we are sensitive to the issue
of displacement and to revitalization and to the way both affect low-
and moderate-income residents in our urban neighborhoods. HUD
hopes to develop more neighborhood based partnerships with local
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-government and foundations to more adequately address stabilization
of older neighborhoods and specifically deal with this problem this
committee is addressing—displacement.

We hope to create within HUD, within the Office of Neighborhoods,
-a capacity to deal systematically and institutionally with the key par-
ticipants and partners of the urban revitalization process with city

.government and the Federal agencies, with the private business and
foundation sector, and with the community and neighborhood groups

“themselves in the context of an urban process that we are pursuing as
part of the Carter urban policy. We hope to develop, in conjunction
“with other agencies, a better data base on displacement and on the
‘degree to which the elderly, in particular, are affected but we cannot
wailt for that data base nor are we waiting for that data base.

We recognize the problem exists and we are acting on it. Perhaps
the housing assistance plans under the community block grant pro-
gram would be one tool with which HUD could more effectively inte-
grate planning for the Nation’s housing needs. We are taking a hard
look at the housing assistance plans as they presently are called for.
Certainly for these hearings and future efforts of like nature we will
learn much about how'the elderly are affected by displacement. Given
this information, I hope we can find some HUD policy and other
agency policies to deal more successfully with revitalization and
displacement.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my remarks. I would be pleased to
respond to your questions, and T am looking forward to having the
opportunity to participate with the distinguished members of the
panel.

Senator DeCoxcint. Thank you very much, Mr. Fleming.

Let me introduce Phil Corwin on my left, who was instrumental in
planning these hearings for the committee; and Jeff Lewis on my far
right, representing the minority staff; and also Shirley Wilson of my
personal staff. They will join in asking questions.

Also, T am advised that Ruth Braver of the Urban Elderly Coali-
tion is with us. Ruth, thank you for being here to represent that fine
organization.

For future witnesses, when 5 minutes pass, I am going to hold up
=, yellow sheet like that to let you know so you can bring your remarks
‘to a conclusion. I don’t want to exclude anything important, but if
you can summarize your statements, it would help. )

Mr. Fleming, the first round of funding for the action grant pro-
gram hags been criticized by some as concentrating too much on down-
town commercial projects as being too similar to the urban renewal
activities of the past. As you note, that created many concrete jungles.
‘What steps has HUD taken to see that a fair share of UDAG’s money
goes to neighborhoods?

Mr. Freming. This is a concern of the Secretary as well, Senator.
As you are aware, the legislation indicates the objective of a reason-
able balance between projects that are located in neighborhoods, com-
mercial projects and industrial projects, and I suppose two responses.
First of all, in terms of encouraging cities which are the applicants
under these programs, the city decides what type of project it will
apply for. The Secretary has actively encouraged mayors to bring in
neighborhood-based projects, projects which involve job creation, and



private sector leverage in neighborhoods. The legislation for the action
grant places a great deal of emphasis on private leverage and on the
creation of private sector jobs. I suppose the thing that we are finding
in the early stages of the action grant program is that the state of the
art is much more conducive to commercial downtown development
projects in terms of quick startup projects that have the funds for
planning and the necessary predevelopment activities done.

I think we are experiencing that sort of gap in the pipeline, if you
will, that had built up over the years, but we didn’t have the capacity
at the Federal level to respond to the major developmental needs of
cities in their downtowns, and we certainly don’t minimize the impor-
tance of the projects that are being funded in the downtown. What
the Secretary has done in choosing projects which are fundable that
are located in downtown, played a very heavy litmus test—that these
projects do not involve displacement, do not involve massive reloca-
tion. It has been a major consideration in our considerations to fund
or not fund major projects even when they were located in downtowns.

On the neighborhood side of the issue, we have taken a number of
steps because we are not seeing the projects coming in on their own.
We have undertaken in the last 6 months a number of neighborhood
technical assistance activities, some of which deal with cities, some

. of which deal directly with community-based organizations, nuts-and-
bolts kinds of workshops on how to put a project together. We cer-
tainly are interested in the content of the self-help development pro-
gram and other neighborhood activity programs to reinforce that
emphasis that the Secretary is trying to give to the program.

We have seen from the first round a very sizable increase, though,
in the amount of money going into neighborhood projects, a very sub-
stantial turnaround from the April funding to the July funding, for
example, where it almost completely reversed itself. It was $96 million
for downtown projects in the first round and. $26 million -
in neighborhood projects. In the second round, those two amounts
were almost equal to one another, and that, I think, was the result of
the message that the Secretary had conveyed to the cities.

Senator DeConcint. Thank you.

Mr. Corwin? .

Mr. Corwin. Mr. Fleming, some of those who have studied urban
policy have asserted that, due to the timelag between the perception
of a national urban problem and the creation of the Federal response,
and due to the practical difficulties of truly targeting and fine-tuning
programs, that we often are spending—I think it is now about $80
billion in total aid that goes to the cities. We are dispensing this money
and yet failing to really respond to the social problems of today and
of the future. I would like to know not only how you respond to that
assertion, but I would like to know if the administration believes that
there are significant portions of that $80 billion which could be better
utilized to help cities. How do we in Congress formulate a policy to
make sure that we are not spending next year’s dollars on last year’s
problems? .

Mr. FrLeming. First of all, T assure you that we have plenty of this:
year’s problems around as well as last year’s, but your point is well
taken. I think it is implicit in the urban policy position that the Presi-
dent announced in March. It was significant that the urban policy that
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President Carter announced was not simply an articulation of new

rogram initiatives. Certainly there were a number of key program
Initiatives that the President has presented Congress, certainly many
of which have been favorably acted upon by Congress by a major
element.

The urban policy that the President emphasized was that figure
that you cited—$80 billion is going to State and local governments
today. That is double the amount that went to State and local govern-
ments in 1964, Tt is still not enough money against an array of needs,
certainly. L

Mr. Corwix. I know that the President did note that inability, but
I think within that $80 billion—is all that being really directed to-
ward the problems of today, and the problems that are coming up,
given the changing urban scene? )

Mr. Freamine. What I was about to say, in noting that $80 billion
figure —this is my point—the President said we have got to do a
better job of managing the resources that we already have and for
that reason the administration now, by virtue of the Kxecutive order
that the President issued subsequent to the urban policy, does a very
rigorous examination of what is called an urban impact analysis of
every new program that we enact. As part of that process, we went
back through over 150 basic programs that deal with domestic assist-
ance with the litmus test with the objectives that we have articulated,
such as the area of greatest need, the people of greatest need, encourag-
ing self-help. '

Those programs—either with the way they are managed, with the
way they are proscribed, the statutory way they are regulated—how
are they meeting those objectives? Major changes have been made and
many other changes will be made. There is certainly a recognition that
one of the major resources that we have is the more effective manage-
ment of the program resources that are available to domestic needs.

Mzr. Corwin. Thank you.

Senator DEConNcint. Mr. Lewis?

Mr. Lewis. Mr. Fleming, can you give me some indication of what
HUD’s policy would be and, if possible, what the administration’s
thoughts on the neighborhoods will be, particularly with the emphasis
on the elderly?

Mr. Fremine. I think it is significant that with the advent of the
administration of President Carter and specifically Secretary Harris
of HUD, that we had created for the first time to my knowledge an
Office of Neighborhoods within the Department of Housing and Urban
Development. Where we are headed in terms of neighborhood policy
is to try to broaden the relationship that we have developed with a
very wide network of community-based organizations—neighborhood
organizations who are engaged in neighborhood revitalization—and
to broaden that network to include the mayors whom we deal with in
our programs and with the private sector whom we have traditionally -
not dealt with on an institutional kind of basis. We have dealt with
them on a program kind of basis.

- To answer your question, I think the bottom line of where we are
going in terms of your neighborhoods policy is to attempt to try to put
some flesh on the skeleton that is alluded to in the urban policy about
a partnership between the public, private, and community sectors.
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Developing that agenda, I suppose, is going to be the major objective
for HUD’s neighborhood-policy in the months and even years ahead.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you.

Senator DeCoxcint. Thank you.

Our next witness is William Whiteside, Staff Director, Urban Re-
investment Task Force, Neighborhood Housing Services, Federal
Home Loan Bank Board.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. WHITESIDE, WASHINGTON, D.C,
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF NEIGHBORHO00D REINVESTMENT, FEDERAL
HOME LOAN BANK SYSTEM, AND STAFF DIRECTOR, URBAN RE
INVESTMENT TASK FORCE -

Mr. Warresme. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Urban Reinvest-
ment, Task Force is made up of the Chairman of the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board, the Chairman of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, the Comptroller of the Currency, a Governor of the Fed-
eral Reserve System, the Administrator of the National Credit Union
Administration, and the Secretary of HUD. The work of the task
force will soon be subsumed by the National Neighborhood Reinvest-
ment Corporation which will have the same individuals who serve
on the Urban Reinvestment Task Force as its board of directors, and
the first chairman of the board of directors will be Robert McKinney,
the Chairman of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board.

The major thrust of our work which began about 8 years ago in
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board has been to replicate a model of
our revitalization program called neighborhood housing service. It
is a very careful, small-scale effort which involves us in spending in-
dividual staff time in a city and assisting that city in putting together
a local partnership of community residents, city officials, and repre-
sentatives of financial institutions. ‘

Our role is basically an educational one. We put about a person-year
of staff time into the development of each NHS program. Residents
of the neighborhood in which the program operates participate ac-
tively in the program—they really take the lead in the program.

The board of directors of the NHS is made up of about equal num-
bers of residents and financial institution representatives, with the
residents having a numerical majority on the board. This is only ap-
propriate because in the long run it is the homeowners themselves
who are putting up a substantial proportion of the reinvestment, Even
if we make loans available, residents pay them off and so it is their
investment in the neighborhood that counts.

In the neighborhood housing services program, residents serve on
the board of the NHS and on the committees. They get out in front of
the program by notifying fellow residents of the availability of NHS
services, working house by house and block by block to educate the
neighborhood as to the potential that exists in the program.

Local government is involved in the program as well; it has a num-
ber of specific roles to play as a partner. One of the things that we dis-
covered is that as disinvestment occurs in the neighborhood, local
government has typically disinvested along with the. other parties.
There is work to be done on the service levels and on public improve-
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ments, such as streets, curbs, gutters, street lights, recreational facili-
ties. Also, for the program to move forward with real momentum, a
systematic inspection program is important. For the systematic inspec-
tion program to be acceptable to the residents, it has to be flexible, it
has to be sensitive to their needs, and it has to be focused on minimum
health and safety standards so a hardship is not imposed upon a resi-
dent, homeowner in bringing their home up to the minimum housing
maintenance code of the community.

We discover that local governments have the ability to be flexible

and sensitive in applying the housing code. Oftentimes, they don’t
know it until it is pointed out. A dialog between neighborhood resi-
dents and local government is necessary to satisfy each that this part-
nership, and the housing inspection program, can work and can be
acceptable to the community. The dialog is also necessary to focus
public improvements on things that are needed and appreciated by the
residents.
~ The third component of the partnership includes the financial insti-
tutions. The task force has been very important to us in our ability to
involve savings and loans, commercial banks, and credit unions in the
NHS program, not in the way of coercing their involvement but in
the way of getting their attention and letting them know that their
regulators are highly in accord with the program. .
" The financial institution representatives have a very special role.
They make a major contribution to the management quality of the
program and they bring a sense of financial responsibility to the man-
agement of the program which is extremely important to a neighbor-
hood-based program. They serve on the Board, they serve on commit-
tees. They, along with the residents, put thousands and thousands of
volunteer hours into each NHS to make the program work, In addi-
tion to that, they make normal bankable loans to neighborhood resi-
dents who meet their normal underwriting criteria. The first reaction
to that is, “big deal,” they are supposed to be making those loans.

The reality is that the neighborhoods in which NHS operates have
had very few loans made over the years so these loans have a major
impact. The major amount of dollars that flow into the neighborhoods
over the years, will be in the form of normal mortgage money, and nor-
mal home improvement loans. -

Our estimate of the total amount of reinvestment taking place as a
result of our efforts since the beginning is about $100 million. Of that,
by far the lion’s share is loans made by private financial institutions.
A new partner is entering the program now along with the financial
institutions—the insurance industry. We are working with a group of
insurance companies in regard to their participating in the NHS part-
nership, writing insurance coverage in the neighborhood, and con-
tributing to the operating budget of the NHS program, which is by
and large supported totally by voluntary tax deductible contributions
of the financial institutions involved.

A revolving loan fund is available to make loans to residents who
don’t meet the underwriting criteria of the private institutions. These
are loans that are made at totally flexible rates and terms. You start
with the improvements needed and the financial ability of the home-
i)lwnsf and work backward to a rate and a term the homeowner can

andle.

P
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Frequently for an elderly resident this will be just a token payment
on a very long-term loan that we know is going to exceed the borrow-
er’s life expectancy but a lien placed on the property guarantees the
loan’s eventual repayment. The homeowners get their home brought
up to minimum health and safety standards. They have a place to live
out their years. Their block is improved, which means the values for
everyone on the block are improved, and 1t becomes a very worthwhile
investment even though the revolving loan fund will earn little or no
interest, and receive very little in principal payments during the life-
time of that homeowner.

The revolving loan pool derives its funds from the task force, founda-
tions, other business groups, and community development block grant
funds provided by the local government. Neighborhood housing serv-
ices manages the revolving loan fund.

Finally, an important element of neighborhood housing services is
its highly trained professional staff that ceunsels homeowners, that
works with them in a very sensitive personal way in helping them meet
their needs. I should mention that there are now NHS programs active
in 63 cities serving 75 neighborhoods and we have 24 others in develop-
ment. In addition, we are assisting a number of NHS programs to ex-
pand to additional neighborhoods in the city in which they are cur-
rently operating.

We have not maintained specific records with regard to the propor-
tion of elderly clients which the NHS programs serve. We know that
a major proportion of the NHS clientele is over 55 years of age and in
many programs in which such records are available, we know that
half or more of the number of the loans that are made are to elderly
residents. We know that a large proportion of the clients who receive
the total panoply of services that an NHS offers, including the finan-
cial counseling and construction counseling, are elderly as well and
riding herd on the construction until it is finally complete so that
you know the contractor did the job according to specifications, all of
the kind of hands-on work to make sure that the client gets what they
need in the way of rehabilitation. A great deal of that is done for
elderly clients in the NHS neighborhood.

In my written testimony I have detailed a number of case studies,
case situations of how the elderly have benefited from the NHS pro-
gram. ;I won’t go into that now but T would like to touch on two
efforts that we have undertaken which are having an effect on
displacement.

One of these is we have been able, in cooperation with a HUD set-
aside of section 8 allocations, to target on neighborhoods where reha- .
bilitation activities might tend to displace tenants. Here we selected
18 cities around the country that have a substantial number of tenant-
occupied structures in the neighborhood. In these neighborhoods, when
a home is improved, and the landlord has invested considerably in the
property, and needs a higher rental return on the property, the NHS
Director can take the landlord and the tenant to the local housing au-
thority, and if the tenant qualifies for section 8, obtain a subsidy to
enable the tenant to continue living in that residence and continue
living in the neighborhood.

I know a number of the witnesses will be commenting on the degree
to which the infrastructure of the neighborhood supplies a life sup-

4%-086—T79 —3
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port system for the elderly which can really be damaged if by eco-
nomic or other circumstances they are forced out. I won’t take the time
to go into that, but I will say that NHS makes a major effort not to
disturb that neighborhood relationship; to allow the individual who
desires to remain in the neighborhood to do so.

In the Baltimore NHS program—which members of your staff
were able to tour with me recently—they have developed a very excit-
ing home ownership development program which we are getting ready
to make available to NHS’s around the country. We have assisted
the Bridgeport NHS in getting such a program underway, and we
are working with the Philadelphia program on a pilot basis. This is,
in effect, a management of the reinvestment process in a neighborhood
where displacement is possible.

To give you an example of the numbers involved in the first year
in Baltimore. I might point out that NS enabled 210 absentee owners
to sell their homes to res¥lent owners in the Baltimore neighborhood.
Of those 210 sales, 152 involved individuals who were tenants in the
neighborhood ; 58 of the sales took place to individuals who are mov-
ing into the neighborhood from the outside.

Senator DeConcint. I am sorry, we are going to have to bring this
to a conclusion so we can get to the other witnesses.

Mr. Wartesiok. May I conclude the sentence ?

Senator DECoNCINT. Yes.

Mr. WarresipE. I will use a lot of commas.

The NHS staff managed this process in that it marketed the more
expensive homes, or those requiring more rehabilitation, buyers with
higher incomes moving in from outside the neighborhood, and mark-
eted the lower cost homes and the homes that needed minimum re-
habilitation to the residents who were already tenants in the
neighborhood.

With that I will conclude my remarks and be delighted to answer
questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Whiteside follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A, WEITESIDE

Mr. Chairman, my name is William A, Whiteside, and I am Director of the
Office of Neighborhood Reinvestment of the Federal Home Loan Bank System
and Staff Director of the Urban Reinvestment Task Force. The Urban Reinvest-
ment Task Force is made up of the Chairman of the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board, a member of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the
Chairman of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Comptroller of the
Currency, the Administator of the National Credit Union Administration, and
the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

The Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation Act recently signed by the Presi-
dent (title VI, S. 3084), continues and expands the work of the Urban Reinvest-
ment Task Force through the creation of the Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration. The Task Force members serve as the Board of Directors of this publie
corporation. Robert H. McKinney, Chairman of the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board, has been designated as the first Chairman of the Board of Directors of
the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation.

The major thrust of the Task Force’s work to date has been in the establish-
ment of Neighborhood Housing Services programs. These programs are private,
locally controlled, locally funded, nonprofit corporations which offer compre-
hensive housing rehabilitation and financial services to neighborhood residents.
NHS programs are based on a strong local partnership of community residents
and representatives of local governments and financial institutions. The Urban
Reinvestment Task Force conducts a local educational process in developing
NHS and other neighborhood preservation programs across the country.



Neighborhood Housing Services programs work o reverse deterioration in
locally selected neighborhoods. The five key elements of the NHS program
are:

(1) Organized residents of the neighborhood who want to improve their homes
and their community and who will help create a positive improvement climate
in the neighborhood and support the program by actively serving on boards and
committees.

(2) Strong local government involvement in developing and implementing the
program ; providing improved services and capital improvements in the neighbor-
hood ; establishing a sensitive and systematic housing inspection program.

(3) Financial institution executives who agree to invest in the neighborhood
by making loans at market rates to all homeowners who meet normal underwrit-
ing criteria; who agree to make contributions to the NHS to meet operating
costs; and who actively participate on boards and committeeg during develop-
ments and operation of the program.

(4) A revolving loan fund designed to provide loans to NHS clients who can-
not meet commercial credit requirements. The fund is set up as a self-help tool
of the neighborhood, offering loans with repayment terms which fit the financial
capability of the borrower.

(5) An operating program with a private, tax-exempt status, governed by a
board of directors made up of neighborhood residents and financial institution
representatives, and administered by a small professional staff. The staff
(usually three persons) offers rehabilitation counseling, construction monitoring
services, financial counseling and referral and other housing rehabilitation-re-
lated services to residents of the neighborhood.

NHS programs are now in operation in 71 neighborhoods, located in 60 cities,
and task force staff members are currently developing 24 new programs, and
assisting 3 of the earlier programs add one or more neighborhoods.

The most important point I can make about NHS is that it involves the cur-
rent residents and it is oriented toward preserving and improving the neighbor-
hood for them. Furthermore, we are dealing with working class neighborhoods
of primarily modest, owner-occupied homes, and have not seen any of them
become fashionable (or subject to “‘gentrification”) as have, for example, George-
town and Capitol Hill. Therefore, our experience has not included any significant
degree of displacement of minorities, the poor or the elderly. In fact, NHS
programs appear to offer a strong defense against displacement as the “back to
the city” momentum grows.

That Neighborhood Housing Services seeks the preservation and improvement
of neighborhoods for existing residents is of particular importance to the elderly.
Most elderly residents have lived in their current place of residence for many
years, in homes which form the very center of their lives. It has been our ex-
perience that elderly neighborhood residents desire to remain in the home, and
community, in which they have formed enduring bonds. Despite this desire, how-
ever, many live on low, fixed incomes and find it difficult to bear the increasing
costs of home maintenance and repair.

The revolving loan fund which derives its funds from the Task Force, founda-
ation, local businesses and local government community development block
grants, has proven to be particularly beneficial to elderly homeowners. Clients
who wish to improve their homes but who cannot meet normal lending institu-
tions’ underwriting criteria, make application to the NHS for a loan from the
revolving loan fund. The loan committee of the board of directors assesses the
application, and in making the loan, tailors the terms to fit the ability of the
borrower to repay.

Many NHS directors have reported that a significant proportion of the recipi-
ents of the revolving loan fund are persons over 65 years of age. (For example,
in Cincinnati and Dallas over half the recipients of this fund are elderly resi-
dents.) Access to the revolving loan fund has enabled many elderly homeowners
to remain in their neighborhoods, in a safe and sanitary home, with their life
support systems intact, who would not otherwise have been able to do so.

Many elderly borrowers receive loans of longer term than their life expectancy,
but a lien on the property insures that the loan will be repaid when the property
changes hands. The Merriam Park NHS in St. Paul, Minn., for example, made a
73-year-old woman a 12-year loan, a 70-year-old man a 14-year loan, while another
70-year-old resident received a 25-year loan of $3,500.

‘When Neighborhood Housing Services began operating in the Merriam Park
community, many elderly residents were reluctant to take advantage of the
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program and place themselves in debt. Now that the St. Paul NHS has been in
operation for 3 years and a real sense of trust has developed between NHS staff
and the neighborhood’s elderly residents, they have spread the word to friends
and neighbors and become NHS'’s most vocal “salesmen.”

The nonbureaucratic approach characteristic of Neighborhood Housing Serv-
ices programs has enabled its staff to cultivate close working relationships with
community residents, and to respond to not only the technical needs, but also the
psychological needs of the elderly. Typically, elderly homeowners have been
fearful and distrustful of city inspectors. Understanding the significance which
the home holds for the elderly, NHS staff have been successful in their efforts
to ease the tense relationship between city officials and elderly residents. NHS
programs have brought about a dialogue between residents and local govern-
ment, which has enabled the housing code to be a flexible, sensitive tool for
peighborhood improvement. Some nonessential code elements have been relaxed,
while other safety/health related codes (such as stairrails, electrical wiring sys-
tems, etc.) are now subject to more stringent inspection and enforcement. NHS
conducts block meetings prior to inspections, and informs residents of NHS
services and the revolving loan fund at the same time inspection notices are
delivered.
~ NHS encourages elderly homeowners who are able to maintain independent
life styles to do so. Others who, because of poor health or severe disability, are
unable to live on their own, have been assisted in securing alternative living
situations—where possible in their current communities. In one instance, the
Chicago NHS discovered an elderly couple who were in need, not only of home im-
provements, but of immediate medical attention as well. They were taken to a
local hospital, given emergency food assistance, medicare and food stamps. Recog-
nizing that the couple could no longer cope with the daily problems of maintain-
ing a home, NHS granted them a loan from the revolving loan fund so they might
rehabilitate their property and place it on the market for sale, and worked with
the Department of Housing Services to place the couple in a senior citizens
housing project.

When NHS incorporated itself in Buffalo, New York—a neighborhood in which
32 percent of the residents are retired heads of households—the staff discovered
that many older persons were determined to sell their homes because of fear of
street crime and vandalism. The Buffalo NHS encouraged residents to remain in
the community and to work towards improving the quality of life in their neigh-
borhood. NHS initiated and funded a security program which services neighbor-
hoods both within and beyond the target area included in the NHS program. NHS
installed free deadbolt locks to protect residents from intruders, and free hand-
rails to provide the elderly with greater mobility within their own homes. This
program serviced at least 1300 households. In addition, Buffalo NHS worked to
improve police protection in the community as well as to provide home improve-
ment loans and counseling. Many elderly residents (especially widows living
alone) who had initially considered relocation, decided to remain in the neigh-
borhood. They credited NHS for this change of heart.

Another task force activity is monitoring and making small grants to neigh-
borhood preservation projects (NPP), showing promise of becoming models of
new neighborhood revitalization strategies. NPP has several projects to assist
elderly tenants and homeowners and has provided the task force an opportunity
to obtain some experience relevant to the issue of elderly housing and alternative
living situations.

The Mission Hill NHS is conducting a neighborhood preservation project for a
congregate housing development for elderly residents in its community. The
NHS is purchasing an abandoned structure which will be rehabilitated and con-
verted into apartments which share common living space. Local financial insti-
tutions in Mission Hill have committeed themselves to financing the project. The
congregate housing will provide an alternative living situation to elderly residents
who wish to maintain an independent life style and remain in their community
but who no longer wish to assume the responsibility of maintaining a private
home,

The Mission Hill NHS plans additional congregate housing projects in Mission
Hill’s triple decker structures which lend themselves to being rehabilitated and
subdivided into separate rooms or suites which share common living room. and
possibly kitchen, space. A resident manager will live in the house and assume the
role of homemaker—he/she will look after the upkeep. of the home. MHNHS will
involve other groups and private institutions in this locally based program. One
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statg Social service agency has already agreed to arrange for homemakers to
provide services to the home. Many elderly residents have expressed an interest
in participating in this program and representatives from their age group will sit
on the senior advisory board which will elect the resident manager and plan the
design of the house with the help of a local university. The architects hope to
assure future residents that the structures will be remodeled so as to suit their
needs and perferences.

This project will be important in the revitalization of the Mission Hill com-
munity. The first house planned for rehabilitation is currently a neighborhood
“eyesore,” and its rehabilitation will help to “bring back” the neighborhood
while %t the same time providing an alternative living situation for elderly
residents.

Another program which is being reviewed for potential replication is an NPP
in Baltimore NHS'’s home maintenance program. The home maintenance program
sponsored by NHS provides minor home maintenance repair for the elderly, handi-
capped and single-parent families living in the NHS area. It proposes to provide
routine and emergency or “on call” services to those eligible. The program re-
spects the homeowner’s pride and independence and assists in performing
routine maintenance repairs beyond the owner’s economic and physical capabili-
ties. Minor maintenance items such as exterior trim painting, weather strip-
ping, caulking, repairing broken locks, doors, glass, and minor plumbing and
electrical are provided. The program is not equipped to do major improvements,
but in those cases will provide contractor referral or financial assistance through
NHS or other resources.

In conclusion, I would like to take an excerpt from the study which was done
by the conservation foundation entitled, “Neighborhood Conservation and the
Illderly” of the relationship between revitalization strategies and the urban el-
derly population. The conservation foundation maintaing that:

“Blight, substandard housing, even unpleasant neighborhood conditions must
be weighed in the total context of the support the community environment gives
to the older person. All over the world, urban planners are finding that the way
people arrange their lives—their neighborhoods, types of housing, friends, activi-
ties—often make more sense to them than communities planned according to a
professional idea.”*

Aware of the reality that as people grow old their immediate neighborhood
increasingly defines the outer limits of their lives, NHS and our other pro-
grams bear in mind, when dealing with elderly residents, that such “life sup-
port systems” as familiar surroundings, life-long friends and acquaintances help
sustain the very lives of elderly people. Relocation and the incumbent sense of
alienation from a familiar, supportive environment threatens the very ability
of the elderly to maintain a viable and independent life style. The nonbureau-
cratic approach characteristic of Neighborhood Housing Services programs will
continue to tailor their programs to meet the special needs of elderly residents in
the different neighborhoods it seeks to assist.

Senator DeCoxcint. Thank you, Mr. Whiteside.

You mentioned the involvement of the insurance companies with
the task force. Does that involvement include participation of loan
funds or primarily in the life insurance ?

Mr. Warresoe. The insurance companies are involved in several
ways in the program. For instance, Mr. Filer’s company—Aetna—is
involved along with a number of insurance companies in the Hartford
NHS.

Senator DeCoxcixt. Do they make capital contributions?

Mr. WrarTESIDE. They make contributions to the revolving loan fund.
In the Newark program, Prudential is supporting the operating
budget. We are working in Chicago to develop a pilot which would
bring the casualty companies into NHS on a broad scale where they
will become a full partner and write standard insurance coverage in
the neighborhood. These are neighborhoods where excessive referral
of insurance creates a problem in kind of weakening the confidence

1Conservation Foundation, “Neighborhood Conservation and the Elderly,” 1978, p. 57.
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of the neighborhood. We have 17 major insurance companies work-
ing very closely with us on that project and we are hopeful that
within a few months we will demonstrate how those companies can
become full partners in the NHS program.

Senator DEConciNt. Mr. Corwin.

Mr. Corwin. As you know, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board
recently received the assent of Congress to go ahead with the several
new alternative mortgage instruments, including reverse annuity
mortgages for the elderly, a concept which received strong support
from all the members of our committee. I was wondering whether
the task force has given any consideration to utilizing reverse mort-
gages as anew tool.

Mr. WarTESIDE. I think it can be an important tool and is one that
the Bank Board is promoting in one or more pilot locations. The
NHS staffs will be interested in this. When they work out with NHS
clients what best meets their needs, the reverse mortgage will be an
additional tool to work with.

I might say that while the idea of mortgaging one’s property to
take cash out of it is very appealing to sophisticated higher income
people, the idea of mortgaging one’s home is not easily accepted by
working-class elderly people. We have found that frequently it has
taken months of persuasion to induce an elderly NHS client to take
out a $2,000 loan on the home that is free and clear, to make essential
repairs, because of their feeling that they want to leave the home free
and clear to their children. Sometimes, NHS programs have to bring
their clients’ grown children into the conversation to persuade them
that they really would prefer that their parents live in a decent en-
vironment, and that they are willing to take the home when it comes
to them with a small mortgage against it.

So I believe, therefore, that there is going to be different accept-
ance of this new instrument at varied income levels. In the NHS
context, it will have to be worked out in cooperation with the client,
working out what is best for them, what fits their values.

Senator DeConcint, Mr. Lewis?

Mr. Lewis. No questions.

Senator DeConcint. Mr. Corwin ?

Mr. Corwin. I did have one more question I was going to ask you
at this time. Up to now, most NHS projects have been limited to a
particular type of neighborhood. I understand that you are under-
taking some pilot programs to develop some experimental approaches
to assisting those neighborhoods which are less amenable to stabiliza-
tion and revitalization. Give us some details on what you have in the
works on that. .

Mr. Warresme. We are undertaking NHS development in any
neighborhood for which resources exist to turn it around. What hap-
pens is that the neighborhoods are selected by a local group made up
of local government representatives, lenders, and local community
leaders. They review the neighborhoods in the city, and they look at
the resources available to them—resources for their operating budeet,
resources for the revolving loan fund, other city programs that might
also be targeted in the neighborhood—for instance, grant programs—
and then in consideration of that resource base, they decide how diffi-
cult a neighborhood they can take on.



. 19

Another factor, of course, is that there may be a substantial num-
ber of homeowners in the neighborhood who can qualify for loans
from financial institutions. It would make little sense to turn this
program into a totally subsidized effort where virtually all of the
loans would be made from the revolving loan fund. So you are seek-
ing a balance. The balance is achieved locally by the local partnership
group, in deciding where they can best target the program.

The section 8 availability will affect our ability to work in neigh-
borhoods which have lower proportions of owner occupancy. We have
advised against bringing the program, with its systematic inspec-
tions, into a neighborhood where displacement would be produced,
or where you might be producing abandonment—because if the
resources are not available to an absentee owner and he receives a list
of expensive code violations, you can trigger abandonment.

Senator DeCoxcint. Thank you very much, Mr. Whiteside.

Our next witness is Carl Holman, president, National Urban Coali-
tion, Washington, D.C.

STATEMENT OF M. CARL HOLMAN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL URBAN
COALITION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. HoLmaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try to get through
this in 5 minutes.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear here today. I would like
to submit not only this testimony for the record, but also some addi-
tional testimony. I want especially to put to rest one of those myths
which is repeated over and over again : the statement that $80 billion
in Federal funds goes to State and local governments. That is not
true as I think can be demonstrated to your satisfaction. It is very
convenient, of course, when you do less to say that you are doing more.

The elderly have been for too long a hidden constituency. Those who
live in urban neighborhoods are too often forgotten by their neighbors
and overlooked by those who make urban policy at the local, State,
and national levels. In much the same way polling and fact gathering,
because they do not adequately distinguish between general groups,
can provide misleading statistics about the urban elderly or can ignore
them altogether.

For example, in New York City, it is interesting to note—and for
the people involved it is a little more than interesting—that there are
20,000 elderly households. Only 20 percent of the elderly households
in that rather costly city have incomes of $8,000, and 52 percent of the
renters pay more than 35 percent of their income for rent. Elderly
people tended not to move out of the city after World War II as did
many others in their neighborhoods. For this reason, they of all groups
can be a kind of glue to hold their neighborhoods together. They pro-
vide a force for continuity which we think is vastly overlooked.

At the outset of the coalition’s recent survey of 44 cities, we went
to the Bureau of the Census looking for information on neighborhoods
undergoing rehabilitation. They told us then that they had no way
of finding out what was happening in transitional neighborhoods with
respect to displacement—that was not something in which they were
interested. A few weeks ago they admitted that there was indeed some-
thing happening which could be called displacement. We are seeing
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that it does not matter what the macromoves out of the city or if you
have a number of other moves taking place within the city.

The media, in the way they responded to the coalition survey, dem-
onstrated how the situation is being simplified. A headline in one
paper said the study showed that %lacks were being displaced by
middle-class whites. That is indeed true in some cases. The study’s
major finding, however, was that the elderly are being displaced more
often than any other group. Of course, I understood the paper’s ra-
tionale—later they did an editorial chiding us about what they had
said :we said, which in fact, we did not say.

In the 65 rehabilitated neighborhoods we studied it was reported
that the number of elderly had dropped noticeably since rehabilita-
tion in 80 percent. We came to this conclusion not by long-range
survey, but rather by interviewing the people involved in the money
markets, the people in the neighborhoods themselves, the people in the
cities. Of course, the situation differed from one city to another.

One group then, clearly, suffers from displacement—the elderly—
and their departure brings a sameness to the neighborhoods. We think
we ought to have a mix of middle-income and low-income people in
the neighborhoods. We think we ought to have what cities used to be,
diversely populated places—in terms of age, income, race, and the rest.
In New York, in New Orleans, in Denver, in Seattle, and in Chicago,
our respondents indicated that both public action and private market
forces had created situations in which older people were forced to
relocate because the increase in housing costs and the increase in taxes
forced them out. In many cases, the neighborhoods turned out to be
areas in which once displaced people could not find rental housing nor
could they find sale housing at anything comparable or affordable cost.

Displacement can be caused by public projects, urban renewal, high-
way construction—public and private investment or public and
private disinvestment. Whole areas—you saw it along Connecticut Ave-
nue—as drugstores and local shops began to move out—the fixed-
incc:lmg population found itself stranded without the amenities it
needed.

However, we looked mainly at what private reinvestment had done.
In Santa Monica and Venice, two Los Angeles communities which
have been getting a great deal of significant reinvestment, most of the
people threatened with displacement are elderly, with incomes of less
than $4,000 a year. If they cannot get additional Federal payments or
other Government support, they are unable to cope in such a rapidly
changing environment. Similar situations exist in Cleveland, Ohio,
and in St. Louis, Mo.—the city in which I grew up—in Denver, Colo.,
and in Washington’s own Capitol Hill

When large apartments are converted to condominiums, it s very
difficult for people on fixed incomes to come up with the funds required
to stay on. For those people who own their own homes, it may theo-
retically be easier to bring their homes up to date, but usually bankers
prefer dealing only with those who are able to support a long-term
loan. That makes it very difficult for older people. They are very often
considered bad loan risks, even when there are private programs such
as the ones which provide loans to low-income areas. The elderly find
it difficult to participate fully in such programs.
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I would like to say a word or two about some neighborhoods with
which T am personally familiar. In many cases, these areas have not
seen very much Federal intervention, certainly not Federal interven-
tion early on. It is true that because Federal programs have to suc-
ceed—or people think they have to succeed—the tendency of the
Federal Government has been to play it a little safe and therefore it
has tended to work in areas and to work with programs which involved
less risk than some of these elderly people would represent.

In Newark, after a 214 year battle waged by our local Newark Urban
Coalition, a judge finally moved in. We now have people beginning
to renovate, o own and to manage many of their projects themselves.
They do some interesting things. They tear out whole sections of a wall
so they can have a living/recreation room area larger than the space
those who built it for them thought they actually needed. There we see
again the problems of inflexibility in and poor coordination of Fed-
eral programs. For example, while the residents could get HUD money
and HUD assistance, they still had to police their own area because
Federal funds for the elderly were difficult to untangle to help provide
for their security.

The cutting of Federal redtape is important. When the President
went to the south Bronx he looked at an area in which a group of
private citizens—some of them aided by our local affiliate, the New
York Urban Coalition—had been taking over apartment buildings,
rehabilitating them and trying to see to it that people who didn’t
cooperate were evicted. I should note that they get a whole lot of
cooperation. Here again the private nonprofit sector was working at
rehabilitation for low-income groups a little earlier. We are told now
that there will be stronger Federal interest in this strategy. I hope
there will be.

Jeff-Vander-Lou is an area in the north St. Louis ghetto where—
nnder the leadership of a dynamic man and beginning with less than
5 percent homeowners, many of them aged 60 and older—the neigh-
borhood group will have rehabilitated 800 homes. The project began
as a private sector operation. Macler Shepard and his neighbors were
trying to stop the Federal Government and other forces from destroy-
ing the neighborhood. Businessmen set up a foundation to help them.
Very recently HUD put up additional money and gave them some
homes to work with. The homes the group is working with are not in
trouble. while there are indications that those the city is working with
are having some trouble.

In the Jefferson district of east Oakland there is a project with
which a church, our local coalition, and the National Urban Coalition
are working. A number of businesses were able to go in and hold off
strict code enforcement until we could help bring those houses up to
date. Tn the supporting housing operation under NDRC, the Man-
nower Administration was assisting as well. The program dealt with
housing: it dealt with jobs—you had a situation in which the unions
had skilled craftsmen helping kids and older people rehabilitate those
homes. At the same time, there was a program in which the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley was helping improve the Jefferson
school.

Here in Washington—for example, in Adams Morgan as you may
know—there began to be an incursion of the so-called urban pioneers.

45-366—79—4
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There is a great tendency on the part of people who have suburban
tastes to wish to see these areas suburbanized. That is, they want a
homogeneous neighborhood which will be largely middle class and in
many cases largely white.

The Adams Morgan organization has no such inclination. The
Adams Morgan organization managed to convince a savings and loan
company to come in, and, with the aid of a law firm, were able to give
some of the people who otherwise would be forced to move out an
opportunity to purchase their homes. Mr. McKinney and his people
validated that Adams Morgan agreement in a very close vote later on.

I think the urban impact analysis, the locational and the other Exec-
utive orders the President issued may be useful here, especially if they
focus on the impact of Federal actions, not just on cities but on neigh-
borhoods, and not just on neighborhoods but on particular groups like
the elderly.

I would like finally to say that this morning’s announcement of gas
rationing in some areas and the current inflationary pressures—and in
fact, the administration’s efforts themselves to cope with inflation and
to support the American dollar—may leave millions of older Ameri-
cans trapped between a rock and a hard place. We are talking here
today about programs we are not even sure are going to be funded
next year. Our focus is on housing today—too many Americans pay a
lot more than 35 percent of their incomes for shelter.

As you well know, older Americans do not live in a world of neatly
compartmentalized problems or solutions. For those living on fixed in-
comes, there are no built-in escalators to protect them from steeply
rising costs for such necessities as food, fuel, housing, and clothing.
Over the next several months there will be a lot of talk about equal
sharing of budget cuts and there may be talk of a recession. If we are
not to be either hypocritical or insensitive in our actions, we must
recognize the fact that when it comes to pain and sacrifice we do not
all begin at the same starting line and this is especially true for the
poor, for minorities, for the unorganized working class and for ill-
housed or displaced older Americans in today’s harsh housing market.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Holman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF M. CARL HOLMAN

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am M. Carl Holman, president of
the National Urban Coalition. I want to commend the committee for holding hear-
ings on a subject which is only just beginning to receive the attention it deserves
from urban interest groups, from housing experts, and from advocates for and
researchers of the elderly and their needs.

The elderly have for too long been a hidden constituency in urban neighbor-
hoods, too often forgotten by their neighbors and overlooked by those who make
urban policy at the local, State, and national levels. They are a major popula-
tion group in city neighborhoods, especially in older inner-city communities. In
1977, close to 11 percent of all Americans were over 65, and 34.1 percent of that
group lived in central cities: 32.5 percent of all whites over 65, 52.1 percent of
all blacks, and 50.8 percent of all hispanics were central city residents. The
elderly provide a stable presence in urban neighborhoods—many of them have
lived in the same community for years—they move significantly less frequently
than the general population.

In a study of urban elderly recently undertaken by the minority aging and
social policy program of the University of Southern California, 1,200 older people
62 to 74 years of age were queried as to their recent residence. Eighty-six per-
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cent of those questioned had lived in the Los Angeles area for 16 or more years
and three-quarters of them had lived in the same house or apartment for the
past 5 years. There was little difference between white, hispanics, and black
elderly in this respect. National figures for a more inclusive age group underscore
this tendency to stay ; the 1970 Census found that 44.2 percent of all homeowners
over 65 had lived in the same home since 1949 or earlier.

The elderly represent a force for continuity in the cities. They are the bearers
of their neighborhood’s history and often of cultures or traditions forgotten by
younger generations. Whether they live in intergenerational households—and
many do—or they live alone in groups, they are a resource on which younger peo-
ple can draw, a civilizing presence in the community. And the urban neighborhood
in turn may give them ready accesg to amenities like shopping and to public
transportation, to meeting places and institutions like churches, to nearby fam-
ily and old friends. Family, friends and neighborhood groups also provide the
elderly with a need support network—someone to check in when they’re not feel-
ing well, someone to drive them on an urgent errand.

What concerned the National Urban Coalition when we began the 44-city study
which resulted in our publication, “Displacement : City Neighborhood in Transi-
tion,” were reports from our affiliates around the country that certain otherwise
welcome changes in urban neighborhoods—the rehabilitation of innercity homes
and the inmigration of middle and upper middle class people—were resulting in
a marked decrease in the number of longtime poor residents, many of them el-
derly. Our immediate concern centered on questions of housing policy—supply
and demand, cost and availability—but our larger concern was raised by a
neighborhood resident in Denver who asked: “Whose history is being preserved
and at whose expense?’ but who might as well have asked : “For whom are cities
being revitalized and at whose expense ?”’

In 65 rehabilitating neighborhoods profiled by the Coalition in 1977, 80 per-
cent—or 52—reported the number of elderly had noticeably dropped since re-
abilitation began. Clearly then, one group at whose expense reinvestment was
occurring was the elderly. In New York, in New Orleans, in Atlanta, in Denver,
in Seattle, in Chicago—our survey respondents, including community groups,
realtors and realtists, city officials, and academics, told us the elderly were leav-
ing, their numbers reduced not just by normal attrition, but as the result of
private market forces which drove the cost of housing beyond the limited means
of many.

The elderly as a group are ill-prepared for abrupt changes in their home en-
vironment. The University of Southern California group summarizes recent find-
ings very well: “Forced relocation... difficult at any age, presents additional
obstacles and anxiety for the aged. Many elderly persons confront . .. relocation
at a time when restricted income, increased living costs, loss of spouse, and
chronic illness make them totally unprepared to deal with the additional crisis
of moving. Involuntary relocation, in addition to threatening an elder’s identity
and sense of continuity, may bring about physical debilitation.” Most studies of
elderly forced to move have been undertaken on those forced to move from home
to long-term care facilities. This is an important kind of elderly displacement,
but there are three other kinds as well :

(1) Displacement caused by public projects (for example, urban renewal or
highway construction projects) which especially threatened minority innercity
communities in the 1950’s and 1960’s ; )

(2) Displacement because of public and private disinvestment in which the
neighborhood leaves the elderly who, because they have strong attachments to
the neighborhood, because they can’t afford comparable housing elsewhere, and
because they find it difficult to uproot themselves, are the last group to go; and
who leave only when they can no longer cope with high crime or other adverse
conditions; and

(3) Displacement because of private reinvestment in which high rents and
property taxes force the elderly on limited or fixed income to move to another
area (or another home in the same neighborhood) which they can afford.

It is this last kind of displacement we are addressing here today, the result
of a movement which is occurring in many cities essentially as a result of
private sector activities—though frequently with the encouragement and coop-
eration of government. This kind of displacement is difficult to document because
it doesn’t happen all at once; it is not the result of one or two discreet decisions;
it is the result of a long process of neighborhood change in which government
policies may contribute to the ease with which private investment occurs and
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the patterns it takes—for example, through municipal land use policies like
zoning—but in which private forces (individuals as well as developers or specula-
tors) are mainly responsible for acquiring and rehabilitating neighborhood prop-
erty and thus gradually altering the nature of that neighborhood. It is hard to
prove that public policies which provide incentives for reinvestment in widely
disinvested urban areas are fostering displacement and hard to moderate these
policies in the face of continued disinvestment. It is also hard to hold private
sector forces directly accountable for the displacement they cause.

Realization that displacement is occurring is also slow. Individual residents
in a rehabilitating neighborhood see their neighbors leave one by one and, as
they gradually understand “what is happening to the neighborhood,” they fear
the day which they too will be forced to move from their buildings. As increasing
numbers do leave the oral history of the community, the knowledge about who
went where goes with them. Those who work with the elderly in Washington,
D.C., in Chicago, in Los Angeles say that frequently older neighborhood residents
just simply disappear when they are displaced. They are too proud, says one
senior citizens’ center director, to admit they have to leave the apartments they
have been renting because they can no longer afford to live there. Meanwhile,
the remaining elderly community anxiously waits and hopes that somehow, de-
spite all evidence, the change will not touch them.

Because they are so frequently forced to live on limited or fixed incomes and
because they are so highly represented in many of the neighborhoods now ex-
periencing improvement, the elderly are especially caught in this cycle of in-
creased housing costs and diminished housing supply. I understand that the
Census Bureau has found the number of elderly below the poverty rate to be
decreasing from 1966 levels of 26.4 percent for elderly whites and 55.1 percent
for elderly blacks to 1975 poverty levels of 13.4 percent for elderly whites and
36.3 percent for elderly blacks. Yet the areas which are attracting rehabilitation
fregently have elderly populations with poverty rates higher still. One New York
City official put the city-wide elderly poverty rate at 51 percent. In Santa Monica
and Venice, two Los Angeles communities which have been attracting significant
reinvestment, local estimates are that half the Venice elderly and a quarter of
the Santa Monica elderly must subsist on incomes less than $4,000 per year and
that another quarter of the Santa Monica population could be classed as low
income, The hardship is especially great in high cost urban areas in which there
is no supplement to the SSI base payment, and among minority elderly who,
even if they are *“less poor™ as a group today, are “more poor” relative to whites
than they were in the sixties.

The elderly live in high concentrations in many of the neighborhoods attract-
ing reinvestment, in many cases because they declined to move away during the
period of postwar disinvestment. In the course of our interviews with neighbor-
hood residents, we were told that Richmond’s Fan area had the highest per-
centage of elderly of any community in that city. In Cleveland’s Ohio City, in
St. Louis’ Soulard, in Denver’s Capitol Hill, the percentage of elderly was re-
ported to be well above the city average, estimated as high as 40 percent in
Soulard.

These people face dramatic, often abrupt rises in the cost of housing—the in-
creases affect both elderly renters and owners although it affects each group in
different ways. Because of this distinction, the housing mix in a given neighbor-
hood strongly determines how and when displacement will occur.

The Coalition study found that renters were threatened with displacement
much earlier in the rehabilitation cycle than homeowners. In most jurisdictions
tenants have few protections if the person who owns the house they rent wishes
to sell to a prospective owner-occupant or if the person who owns their apart-
building wants either to rehabilitate and rent to more affluent people or to con-
vert the apartments to condominiums. Even if legal protections for the tenant
do exist, as, for example, here in Washington, D.C., the landlord is more likely
to know what the law is and how to use it.

Rehabilitation work provides a good reason to move people out of a building
and once the elderly in particular have moved, they are unlikely to ever return.
This was the experience of Project Find in New York City which helps to run
two old hotels restored and converted to apartments for the elderly. The reha-
bilitated hotels have been very successful but the elderly who now live there
were not the original tenants.

Two public policy questions which have received special attention in rehabil-
itating neighborhoods seem to touch closely on the needs of elderly tenants. As
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lost their apartments, the question of rent control becomes more and more hotly
debated. In several communities with significant elderly populations and with
active rehabilitation neighborhoods—San Diego, Denver, and Santa Monica
among them-—there have been battles to institute rent controls.

The Fair Housing Alliance of Santa Monica with active support from senior
citizen groups were outspent 20 to 1 in a recent effort to win voter approval for
rent controls. Eighty percent of the residents in this Los Angeles community
are renters. I am not convinced that rent control is the answer to the national
housing problems made manifest by dramatic changes in these rehabilitating
neighborhoods, but I do believe that some damper is needed to slow price in-
creases while we pursue other public policies to increase the general housing
supply and to broaden opportunities in rehabilitating neighborhoods. A creative
way must be found to keep rents within the economic reach of our poorest urban
residents while allowing some reasonable adjustment in response to market
forces.

In Washington, D.C. which has had a rent control law since 1973, building
owners are responding to the demand for renovated units by converting their
buildings to condominium use. The District of Columbia government recently
estimated that the city was losing 500 rental units per month to condominium
conversions. Washington real estate interests have claimed that condominium
conversions are the inevitable outcome of restraints on rents, but in other cities
without such restraints these conversions are also occurring and are drawing
community resistance.

In Chicago’s Hyde Park, an area heavily redlined in the fifties which nonethe-
less survived as a thriving economically and racially integrated neighborhood,
a second wave of rehabilitation is resulting in the loss of rental units to
condominiums.

Tenants in one 140-unit apartment building which has a high proportion of
elderly, moderate income residents received word this fall that their building
would be converted ; they were told to buy or vacate their apartments by Feb-
ruary, and all building maintenance was effectively terminated. One moderate
income 83-year-old widower considered buying until he learned that his monthly
payment would more than double and then, unsure about how to look for an-
other apartment because he had lived in the same place for 35 years, he relied
upon a friend to find him a place in another neighborhood, with fewer amenities.
poorer access to public transportation, away from friends and the community
he knows.

This example provides useful illustration of special problems the elderly ex-
perience with displacement. Not only do they exhibit greater stress in conjunc-
tion with a forced move, but because of their frequent inexperience with moving,
they are unfamiliar with the housing market and uncertain about where to
look for replacement housing. They face the loss of support networks which,
where they exist, are usually far better than replacement services provided by
public agencies. They face the loss of amenities commonly found in inner city
neighborhoods—a corner store, a nearby bus stop. The Barney Senior Citizens’
Center in Washington’s renovating Adams Morgan neighborhood provides trans-
portation back to the center for some displaced elderly forced to move to other
neighborhoods, but for most elderly, severance from the neighborhood means a
severance from their friends, much more final than any experienced by their
younger counterparts.

The displaced tenant must look for another place to live in urban markets
which have a diminishing supply of low-income housing. For the elderly in
some rehabilitating communities, in New Bedford's County Street Historic
District for example, newly constructed subsidized housing for the elderly is
available which provides some older people with the opportunity to stay in the
neighborhood. But in other communities, there are reports that nearby subsidized
bousing for the elderly has long waiting lists for admission. And public officials
may be reluctant to designate publically owned vacant land for new subsi-
dized elderly housing in neighborhoods which are experiencing rehabilitation
because of pressure from developers anxious to cash in on middle class demand.

One class of neighborhoods surveyed by the coalition was not only experiencing
the immigration by more affluent professional groups but also expansion of the
bordering central business district. In Denver’s renovating Five Points neighbor-
hood, two apartment buildings housing about 200 elderly people were recently
acquired for construction of a new high-rise parking lot. Proximity to the down-
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town in _Denver’s Capitol Hill and Washington’s Dupont Circle has attracted
consl;ructlon of new high-rise high-income apartment buildings, hardly substitute
housing for longtime neighborhood residents. :

More urban elderly are homeowners (52 percent) than are renters (48 per-
cent), and the percentage of elderly homeowners in cities is less than the per-
centage for the elderly population as a whole.! The University of Southern Cali-
fornia project on the minority aging found that 62 percent of elderly whites,
54 percent of older blacks, and 67 percent of elderly Mexican-Americans were
homeowners in its Los Angeles sample. Homeowners have different problems in
those neighborhoods experiencing rehabilitation than do renters. They theoreti-
cally have the choice of selling, and in reinvested neighborhoods it is possible
to sell at a substantial profit. Though longtime homeowners may choose to sell
early in the neighborhood cycle of rehabilitation, elderly homeowners—judging
from their mobility rates—are probably the group least likely to want to move.

When the U.S.C. study asked its Los Angeles sample whether they would move
if they had a choice about where to live, 81 percent of the elderly homeowners
(as opposed to 67 percent of the elderly renters) said they preferred to stay
where they were. Of those who wanted to stay, roughly equal percentages men-
tioned proximity to certain people, convenience of location, quality of the neigh-
borhood and other personal considerations including low maintenance costs.
Older people in all three ethnic groups were shown to favor residential stability
ﬁnd continuity even in the face of problems in their neighborhoods and with their

ouses.

Reports are not uncommon of unfair practices and unusual pressures asso-
ciated with sales in rehabilitating neighborhoods. An extreme example is in
Atlantic City where the downtown area has been subject to intense specula-
tion since that city legalized gambling. Development plang call for both new
construction and rehabilitation and elderly homeowners have been subject to
strong pressures to sell. On one block by the waterfront predominantly elderly
homeowners, many of whom have lived in the same home for thirty to forty
years, received the offer of $100,000 each for their homes provided all their
neighbors also agreed to sell.

In other cities there are reports of people who sold with inadequate informa-
tion to adequately assess the value of their property or the cost of replacing it.
The elderly are especially vulnerable on this score, and because so often they
must manage on fixed incomes they are also vulnerable to code inspections and
city-mandated repairs.

Finally, they are vulnerable to sharp jumps in their property tax assessments
when, usually late in the rehabilitation cycle, surrounding reinvestment and
{mproved confidence in the neighborhood make all homes in the area worth more
money.

Any sudden unanticipated jump in the cost of living is a hardship for many
elderly and increases in valuation such as those experienced in many reinvesting
neighborhoods—increases much greater than those to be anticipated from gen-
eral inflation—are a very real discouragement to continued home ownership,
especially when the elderly may have received unsolicited offers to buy—offers
which may seem good to them if they are not familiar with changes in the real
estate market. Circuit breaker taxes and other property tax exemptions may be
available to elderly or low income owners, but even these may not be enough to
protect the elderly from the increase which puts them over budget. Reportedly,
it was the elderly who joined with real estate interests in convincing Californi-
ans to pass Proposition 13.

The Hartford city government has a tax-in-kind program which is worth
mentioning in this regard. The program, which has been in existence for several
years and may be refunded in the next fiscal year, is designed to allow the
unemployed or underemployed to pay their city taxes by performing contracted
services to the city government. Of the 103 people who applied and were deemed
eligible for the program, 41 were over 65 years of age. The 61 who actually
participated in the program managed to work off nearly $37,000 in taxes since
July 1978. Programs of this sort should be tried in other jurisdictions and
protections against rapid property tax increases strengthened.

The resistance in the financial community to giving home mortgage or rebabil-
itation loans to the elderly is well known. One mortgage banker told us that the
usual formula was that the age of recipient plus the term of the loan should

1 Heads of households ; bureau of the census.
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equal 75 years, and that in his opinion financial institutions would not begin te
revise their standards until they were subject to a few lawsuits on age dis-
crimination. Banks participating in the Philadelphia mortgage plan were giving
mortgage loans to people on fixed income—one bank had just given an 85-year-
old newlywed a 25-year mortgage and the loan officer stressed that the economie
life of the property was the essential factor, not the age of the borrower. But
as of yet, there is little rehabilitation money available through PMP. Rehabilita-
tion money may be important to the elderly facing costly code violation repairs,
and the U.S.C. study recommended that the government give increased support
for rehab assistance for the elderly. Almost 80 percent of the elderly surveyed
said they’d choose government assistance for home repairs over government
assistance to find other housing, and this preference held true for whites, blacks,
and Hispanics. Especially seen as needed were small scale fix-up funds for
repair and improved security.

For the minority elderly—who, as we have seen, are poorer than white
elderly—the stresses associated with immigration of more affiluent groups are
compounded by those associated with discrimination. While the racial and ethnic
dynamic of neighborhood change was less clear than the dynamic associated
with wealth—incoming groups were, virtually without exception, more affluent
than their predecessors while racial and ethnic patterns were mixed-—the Coali-
tion study still noted that 37 percent of the neighborhoods surveyed observed
a drop in the number of minority residents since the onset of rehabilitation.
The pattern was frequently that of whites moving into black or Hispanic
neighborhoods; the elderly minorities who are displaced under these circum-
stances face additional problems of relocation and readjustment.

The Coalition offered a number of recommendations in its study, among them
that increased counseling be made available to help low income residents faced
with displacement and that local protections for low income tenants and elderly
homeowners be broadened. Clearly, the elderly who so desire continuity need to
have increased opportunities to remain in the neighborhoods they have claimed
as their own. We should use the programs we have already at our disposal bet-
ter—section 8 funds and more subsidized housing located in the neighborhoods,
for example-—and we should insist on broadened use of public funds to encourage
rehabilitation of the places where the elderly already live. The emphasis should
be on maintaining the elderly person in his or her present environment, on
respecting established, often culturally determined backgrounds and preferences,
and on improving certain quality of life factors of which crime is clearly the
most important. The rehabilitation of inner city neighborhoods can be seen as
an opportunity to build economically and ethnically diverse neighborhoods, from
the stability and continuity which those neighborhoods already may possess.
The elderly as possessors of the neighborhood’s past and as active participants
in its present must not be tossed aside like outdated light fixtures or unfashion-
able bits of house trim in the process of sprucing up our neighborhoods.

A striking story about elderly displacement comes to us from Venice, Calif.
Built as an oceanside vacation community for Los Angeles residents, the neigh-
borhood attracted many elderly residents in the 1950's. Thirty of its forty
thousand residents were elderly. In the late 1960’s young people, drop-outs, and
the members of drug culture began to pour into the area. The crime level in-
creased, and landlords who found they could charge several young people more
than one elderly person were encouraged to rent to the new group of tenants.
Speculators bought oceanside properties and tore them down, leaving empty
rubble-filled lots.

Until the first young professionals came to this disinvested neighborhood in
the early 1970’s the elderly had managed to remain in the area, but in the
last 10 years their numbers have dropped from 30,000 to 3,000 to 4,000. The
director of the senior citizens’ center which attracts nearly 40 percent of the
1,500 Jewish elderly has said that the 1970’s are “the decade of decimation” for
the elderly in Venice.

Rent increases have been precipitous and are expected to resume when the
current moratorium on further increases ig lifted March 1. An apartment which
rented for $75 in 1972 rented for $300 per month in 1977. So many of the Venice
elderly have incomes below $4,000 per year that many are spending 90 percent
of their social security income on rent payments. The center provides daily hot
lunches and brunch on Sunday and even so the director does not know how his
group manages,
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There is pressing need for 500 to 1,000 units of low-cost housing for the elderly
in Venice but the city is sympathetic to development interests and has sold to
the highest bidders 140 vacant lots. The Coastal Commission which had re-
strained development has changed in composition and in policy over the past
year, and because of an exclusionary exception builders may bypass the com-
mission and go directly to the sympathetic Los Angeles City Council. Meanwhile
some observers feel that it was the federally subsidized building of the Santa
Monica Freeway in the late 1960’s which, by connecting the area to downtown
Los Angeles, made Venice attractive to the professional groups.

Soon only professionals will be able to afford the area. The same house which
sold for $10,000 to $15,000 in the early 1960’s cost $150,000 in 1975 and would
probably cost $200,000 today. The median age of the Venice elderly is 84 years
and rising. They are moving away as the cost of renting gets too high, some-
times going to cheaper housing in old hotels near downtown or sometimes going
to nursing homes. And they are dying. No new elderly groups are replacing
them.

Senator DeCoxcint. Thank you, Mr. Holman,

Can you give me your thumbnail observations given the present
trends? What do you see in the future for America’s urban areas if no
changes are made in the present programs and the present policies?
Furtl%er, what limitations do you see on the Federal Government in the
area of urban transportation?

Mr. Horman. Well, from what I can gather about the current ad-
ministration’s interest in urban transportation—and transportation is
a real problem for the elderly in many cities—the tendency has been to
say that it is much too costly. A small amount of money 1s in the new
budget for intermodal transportation in cities.

1 think that some of the cities are going to shrink in size and some
are already shrinking. This change has potential benefits and it will
also bring problems which I think are so numerous that they will be
very difficult to turn around. One view of cities, which people have long
held, is that if you want to make cities work you must do something
about the commercial downtowns. Of course the common wisdom is
true but revitalizing the downtown only, as the Newark program did,
for example, is very risky. Nonetheless, this is a very popular approach.

It is less popular, both in the Congress and elsewhere, to try to do
things which will help neighborhcods. Moreover, sooner or f;ter, 5
years from now or less, we are suddenly going to find we have to take
our urban money and put it to work repairing the physical infra-
structure of cities. Mayors are now having to put off for a long, long
time necessary repairs in their physical plant. Take the example of the
amount of fresh water that Boston is losing because of inadequate re-
pairs to its water and sewer system. The examples can be found in-
other cities around the country. i

I have a feeling always that cities are going to survive. I wish we had
a bigger constituency for cities. I think we agree that those people
who represent the organized elderly or the organized neighborhood
people, can make themselves heard. They cannot outspend the others.
If they can make themselves heard on Capitol Hill and with the ad-
ministration, the cities I think will have a viable future. Mr. Ralph,
a former member of our board, who has built as many suburban
shopping centers as anyone, says, “I think perhaps there are getting
to be too many.” The Quincy development that he has done, the market
in Boston, provide examples of ways to revitalize cities. T hope that the
Federal Government and local and State governments will be able to
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work with the private sector and with private citizens to have a little
more faith that urban problems can be worked out.

Senator DeCoxciNt. Thank you, Mr. Holman. We are going to get.
back to you for some further questions but I would like now to go to
John Filer, chairman, Aetna Life & Casualty, Hartford, Conn., repre-
senting the Committee on Corporate Social Responsibility.

STATEMENT OF JOHN H. FILER, CHAIRMAN, AETNA LIFE &
CASUALTY, HARTFORD, CONN., REPRESENTING THE COMMITTEE
ON CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Mr. Fier. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I will probably set a record for brevity on this panel and perhaps be
a slight example for those who follow me.

I am John Filer. I am the chairman of Aetna Life & Casualty, and
also chairman of our life and health insurance industry’s committee
on corporate social responsibility, which is an organization that has
been in existence for 6 or 7 years. Your committee’s inquiry into urban
investment policies and practices from the perspective of elderly city
residents is timely and essential, and I welcome the opportunity to dis-
cuss the involvement of our business.

America’s life and health insurance companies have been concerned
about the needs of the residents of the Nation’s urban centers. Most of
our companies are central city employers and our business is pro-
foundly affected by conditions in urban neighborhoods. Our economic
activities are substantial enough so that our business would affect the
well-being of our cities with or without deliberate, well intended effort
on our part. .

Our industry is a major source of investment capital for residential
and commercial urban projects. We have tried to respond to the eco-
nomic and social changes In America’s cities in a variety of ways—
not only through our investments but through corporate contributions,
educational programs, and the civic activities of our officers and
employees. :

While the future of our business is critically dependent upon the
health of our cities and the vitality of our neighborhoods, the cities
must be the architects of their own affairs. I have been urging for some
time now that business leaders regard the condition of our urban com-
munities as an urgent and integral aspect of corporate citizenship in
the fullest sense of the term.

I would like to refer to those associations that represent the com-
panies that write nearly all of the life and health insurance in the
United States. Back in 1971, we established a clearinghouse on corpo-
rate social responsibility. I don’t like that term but we could not find
one that was any better. The clearinghouse does keep member com-
panies informed of the industry’s activities in this area and conducts
an annual social reporting program through which our member com-
panies provide a comprehensive accounting, essentially to each other,
of their activities in this area.

Recently, in recognition of the complexity of the problem and the
continuing need for a joint effort, we created what we call a neigh-
borhood response. This new program is a partnership between the
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clearinghouse and the Academy for Contemporary Problems. The ef-
fort is to stimulate the industry to take part in neighborhood revitaliza-
tion activities of a variety of natures. )

The initiative essentially is to provide service to our own member
companies throughout the country with a consulting service that acts
as a catalyst in a way in areas of public safety, health services, social
services, housing, community and schools, and training in economic
development and public management. The program is relatively new
and really got started just in the last several months. We are very
hopeful that that will be a significant step in the participation of our
companies in our own problems.

Referring to my own company, Aetna Life and Casualty, we have
tried to intensify our commitment to the cities. A year and a half ago
we formalized the financial side of this effort by establishing what we
call a corporate responsibility investment committee. The commit-
tee identifies, reviews, and recommends what we consider socially
responsive investments, such as low-income housing in High Point,
N.C., and in Topeka, Kans. We have committed to date about $90
million pursuant to this program.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I just would like to make one comment and
that is, it seems to me, particularly as we have crosscurrents in this
country of proposition 13, fiscal conservatism, and social problems of
our urban centers which are not going to go away, I am very hope-
ful that the business community will recognize that this is a remarkable
opportunity for the private sector to join with the nonprivate sector
and Government to try and find some unique ways to help solve these
groblems which will not go away by themselves. I thing a businessman

as a great opportunity and a great obligation in the next few years.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Filer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JoHN H. FILER

My name is John H. Filer, chairman, Aetna Life & Casualty. I am also chu.ir-
man of the life and health insurance industry’s committee on corporate social
responsibility, an organization I will describe in a moment. Your committee’s
inquiry into urban investment policies and practices from the perspective of
elderly city residents is timely and essential, and I welcome the opportunity to
discuss the involvement of the life and health insurance industry in the Nation's
urban neighborhoods.

America’s life and health insurance companies have been concerned about the
needs of the residents of the Nation’s urban centers. Most of our companies are
central city employers and our business is profoundly affected by conditions
in urban neighborhoods. Our economic activities are substantial enough so that
our business would affect the well-being of our cities with or without deliberate,
well-intended effort on our part. Our industry is a major source of investment
capital for residential and commercial urban projects. We have tried to respond
to the economic and social changes in America’s cities in a variety of ways—
not only through our investments, but through corporate contributions, educa-
tional programs, and the civic activities of our officers and employees.

While the future of our business is critically dependent upon the health of
our cities and the vitality of our neighborhoods, the cities must be the architects
of their own affairs. But I have been urging for some time now that business
leaders regard the condition of our urban communities as an urgent and integral
aspect of corporate citizenship in the fullest sense of the term.

The beneficial impact of our industry’s urban investment programs upon the
elderly and their neighborhoods derives from our overall involvement in urban
revitalization and our increasing sensitivity to the need for maintaining our
urban communities as living neighborhoods. One familiar aspect of the rapidly
changing economic and social condition of America’s cities has been the gradually
diminishing tendency for the more affiuent upwardly mobile people to emigrate
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to the suburbs while the disadvantaged with fewer life style choices have moved
into the cities. At the same time, of course, many older people have stayed in
the city neighborhoods where they have lived most of their lives. Many of the
elderly are more reluctant than younger people to change their accustomed
environment. The elderly are the only age category with more members living
in cities than in the suburbs.

Their attitude is understandable. Shelter is not their only concern. A city is a
network of community resources that help the elderly to maintain an independ-
ent, meaningful relationship with their environment. There is no simple way to
achieve what one author has called a life-support system for the elderly. Focus-
ing only on their needs might at best separate them from society and ‘“ghettoize”
them. At worst, it could reinforce the tendency of cities to become warehouses of
the poor, the infirm and the old, and of the criminals who prey on them. Restor-
ing a sense of community in our cities and making cities more desirable places
for people of all ages, ethnic groups and income levels to work and live is one of
the most complex and challenging problems faced by private industry and
government alike,

It is probably unrealistic to attempt to turn back the clock and return our cities
to their condition 30 years ago before the growth of suburban population and
employment centers. It would be equally unrealistic to assume that a complex
and diverse urban culture will be amenable to any standardized, nationwide
program to assist neighborhoods, especially a program which focuses too selec-
tively on any one segment of the community. A public policy and private invest-
ment strategy which works in one city may well be inappropriate for another.
There is a need to help develop and support local neighborhood organizatious
without which rehabilitation by itself would mean little.

The American Council of Life Insurance and the Health Insurance Association
of America represent companies writing nearly all of the life and health insur-
ance in the United States. In 1971, they established the Clearinghouse of Cor-
porate Social Responsibility. The clearinghouse keeps member companies in-
formed of the industry’s social responsibility activities and conducts an annual
social reporting program through which member companies provide a compre-
hensive public accounting of socially responsible activities,

In recognition of the complexity of the problem and of the continuing need
for a joint effort, the insurance business has also undertaken a “neighborhood
reponse” program. This new program operates as a partnership between the
clearinghouse and the Academy for Contemporary Problems, a public founda-
tion sponsored by several national organizations of State and local officials.

This “neighborhood response” program is conducted on a voluntary, indi-
vidual company basis in selected urban neighborhoods where the prospects for
meeting both investment and corporate responsibility objectives are reasonable.
We hope the program will encourage diversity and flexibility while at the same
time provide a forum for the exchange of ideas and experiences between the
public and private sectors.

Like many other companies, Aetna Life & Casualty has intensified its commit-
ment to the cities. In February 1977, Aetna formalized the financial side of thig
continuing effort by establishing a corporate responsibility investment committee.
This committee identifies, reviews, and recommends socially responsive invest-
ments like a low-income housing loan in High Point, N.C., and a retirement
community loan in Topeka, Kans. Nearly $90 million has been invested pursuant
to this program.

Perhaps the single most pressing, but at the same time most manageable prob-
lem faced by us all is the unintentional, but frequent displacement of those urban
residents, often the elderly, who are inevitably inconvenienced whenever a
neighborhood undergoes change—even positive, well-conceived change.

During Aetna’s recent conversion of an older Hartford apartment house to
condominiums, we faced this displacement problem. We found that we were able
to relocate all of the former residents at a cost of about $200 per resident. We
hope that our “neighborhood response” will provide a forum for the exchange of
such practical solutions to one of the most intractable problems encountered in
the effort to preserve a sense of community in our neighborhoods.

Such an exchange of ideas and cooperative use of private and public resources
is vitally important. The “section 8" Federal rent subsidy program is a good
working example of the use of Federal funds together with city administration
in an effort to encourage development in g way that recognizes the diversity of
community needs.
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Rather than taking more time now to describe our efforts, I have provided
the committee with some written material. I would be pleased to answer
questions.

Senator DeCoxcint. Mr. Filer, thank you.

If you don’t mind a very direct question as to your company, is it
financially feasible to get involved if your company has to commit
itself to the urban older parts of our major cities?

Mr. Fiver. Yes, sir.

Senator DeConcinL Or is it partly your social responsibility, or a
combination? Really what I want to know is, are the finances there?
Is the profit there to justify it ?
~ Mr. Frer. It is a combination, Mr. Chairman. I tend to be an
optimist and I think increasingly the balance will be that the activ-
ity will be following commercially viable financial transactions. I
believe that a lot of what we have had to do, for example, in Hartford,
we took risks that were rather extreme, I believe. A fair part of the
return was looked upon as a social return. In my judgment all of
those investments over time will have proved to be financially profit-
able as well as socially profitable so that I think there has had to be
a fair amount of taking more risk for lower return, really a volun-
tary force effort to be involved in the urban centers. I think that time
ischanging. I think the time is coming

Senator DEConcInt, You think the payoff will be there?

Mr. Frer. The payoff will be there and I think the trends are rather
clear. The real problems are how do we handle the social throwoffs,
the problems that get thrown off when you do have the urban center
and the financial institution.

Senator DEConcin. I want to compliment Aetna for their involve-
ment in this. The money motive is quite natural. The question is only
for my information purposes.

Is there anything that you see that the Federal Government can
do, that would not be in your best judgment extremely costly, to
encourage companies like yourself to get involved in this type of
participatory action ¢

Mr. Frizr. Yes, I think there is. Our experience from this neighbor-
hood response program is that we are worried a little bit. We really
had quite a variety of inquiries from various parts of the Government
with it afirmatively seeking to become attached to part of it, sup-
portive of this neighborhood response program, and I felt very good
about that.

We must be very careful that the government does not overwhelm
us. T said to the committee the other day we are a solution in search
of a problem and we want to be sure we recognize the problem.
T understand that HTUD will meet in New York next week to talk
with business executives of the UDAG program and I intend to attend.
T understand that there is a part of that organization that is set up to
try to stimulate cooperative understanding between the government
and the private sector.

The principal problem in my judgment is that the senior executives
of major corporations have a priority list of about 20 and that comes
unfortunately somewhere in between 16 or 19. It is very complicated.
We really cannot understand it quickly. I am forever saying a little
more than I know on the subject and it is really for the businessman
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that we need prodding; we need education; we do need stimulus, a
catalyst from others. It is very, very hard to do ourselves.

Senator DECoxornt. What about tax incentives?

Mr. Fruer. Well, again I think I would answer that question as an
indication of how hard it is to be knowledgeable. I really don’t know,
Senator. I would mislead you if I said in my judgment here are certain
areas of incentives. Obviously we have the opportunity for financial
investments as we have now committed one in the Washington area
in a center for the aging where there was a HEW grant and we are
making a $3.5 million mortgage loan. The combination of the two
makes something viable that without either would not have occurred,
so clearly incentives are in many instances necessary to make some-
thing feasible. :

Senator DeCoxcini. Mr. Filer. would you be inclined to consider
some other questions that we might submit to you regarding the busi-
ness involvement ?

Mr. Fiier. Yes, indeed.

Senator DeCoxcint. I would submit some and maybe staff-will, too.
I would like an opportunity in the next couple of weeks to write you.

Mr. Fier. Yes; and then I will come down and discuss with your
staff,

Senator DeCoxcint. That would be very, very helpful.

Mr. Corwin.

Mr. Corwin. Mr. Filer, just again I want to say I think the neigh-
borhood response program is commendable, and I wish there were
other industries taking that type of initiative. I am very glad to hear
from Mr. Whiteside that the insurance companies are becoming in-
volved beyond the management stage and are providing private cas-
ualty coverage, as opposed to the expensive FAIR plans which a lot
of neighborhoods have had to turn to. As you know, GAO reports is-
sued at the initiative of Senator Percy of this committee indicated that,
because of FATR plan mismanagement, there were cases of incentive
to commit arson in some neighborhoods.

However, I do have to ask you. There was a May 1978 study put
out by the Federal Insurance Administration of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and I am going to quote from one
of the conclusions of that study. They said: “Insurance redlining is
widely practiced by insurers. * * * Redlining extends far beyond
blighted areas into many otherwise healthy neighborhoods.”

I would like to get your response on the accuracy of that conclusion,
and if there is some truth to it? Perhaps our insurers, looking at urban
areas, are looking back at the last 20 years rather than looking forward
to the next 20.

Mr. Fiurr. Yes. It is hard for me to know exactly how to answer
that question. The particular study you refer to I would hasten to
indicate that I don’t remember at all in detail, but a significant part
of it, I do not agree with. However, you come to the issue of so-called
redlining. There is no question but that when you are in a business
that involves risk selection and the business is done by and large
through an agency system where the agents are located in a variety
of places. some nurban and some suburban and rural. and when you,
have a history of some rapidly decaying neighborhoods, you will have
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a difficult problem in placing insurance on a certain neighborhood, a
certain number of houses.

I would be naive to say that the problem is easy to solve. There are
activities going on, including what Mr. Whiteside said about the ad-
dress in Chicago. We have in Connecticut now what is called an open
line where 20 companies are participating. Anyone who wishes to in-
quire about placing of homeowners insurance will be put through to a
company representative on a rotating basis. There is assurance that
the property will be inspected. The industry is really very concerned
about this problem. As a matter of fact, it was last February or March,
as the chairman of the company, I sent a letter to all of our field force.
And I just want to reiterate, the policy of this company is “Thou shalt
not redline,” but that does not really get the job done. It takes a variety,
I think, primarily of voluntary activities and cooperative efforts along
with the insurance companies themselves to solve the problem. I think
we are making progress ; unquestionably we have not made it as rapidly
as we should. Clearly if you are going to have neighborhood revitaliza-
tion, you should have the availability of insurance coverage so the
people will have respect for their own neighborhood and be interested
in rebuilding. So clearly it is a problem and I think we are clearly
addressing it. It is not an easy one, it won’t go away, but I think we
can solve 1t voluntarily.

Mr. Corwin. Thank you.

Senator DeConcint. Mr. Lewis?

Mr. Lewrs. I have no questions now. I will wait.

Senator DeConcint. Thank you very much.

Our next witness is Prof. Conrad Weiler, Temple University, Phila-
delphia, Pa., representing the National Association of Neighborhoods.

“We are glad to have you with us. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. CONRAD WEILER, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR,
TEMPLE UNIVERSITY, PHILADELPHIA, PA., REPRESENTING THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF NEIGHBORHOODS

Dr. WerLer. Thank you very much, Senator. I am very pleased to be
here today. I am speaking on behalf of the National Association of
Neighborhoods, which as the name implies is an association of neigh-
borhood organizations. We have a very strong social justice orientation
in our activities in the last 314 years since we were founded, and I
might point out that our association was among the very first to call
:ﬁtteéltion to the problems of displacement in our Nation’s neighbor-

oods.

My personal experience as a member of the Queen Village Neighbors
Association will give some specific highlights to my testimony today. I
am going to deviate very much from my prepared testimony and re-
spond really to the flow of what I have heard so far this morning.

I would like to make one point in the beginning, a point which I have
been making for several years, Even though we are now focusing on
urban neighborhoods, the interdependence of what is happening in
the inner city neighborhoods as they are being revitalized with what is
happening in the suburbs must be seen as a whole. People are just
beginning to get that awareness now.



Second, I want to point out that while displacement is certainly
the most obvious and the most painful problem connected with rein-
vestment, reinvestment poses a great many challenges which affect
even the middle-income people who have recently come back to the
neighborhood. Even if we did solve the displacement problem, we still
would have quite a task in deciding just how to build good, stable
neighborhoods for low and moderate as well as middle- and upper-
income people.

Another point, in my prepared testimony I have criticized HUD
rather severely. Based on Mr. Fleming’s testimony here today, I am
encouraged hearing much clearer language coming from HUD that
they recognize this problem, and they are willing to do something
about it, but I must point out that there has been a considerable amount
of misinterpretation or, let’s say, misleading interpretation of data.
For example, there has been a great deal of discussion out at HUD as
to whether more people are leaving the city than coming back rather
than on what happens when people do come back. Since one of the
goals of urban renewal over the last 30 years has been to reduce urban
density, I don’t see why declining urban population is seen as such as
disaster.

One of the other data discussions is why most people who are mov-
ing into these reinvestment areas already lived in the city. Well, the
answer is very simple. You can only come back once, and once you
come back you are a city dweller but that does not mean population
movement is limited to the young effluent whites primarily. The data
alsl? s{;ow a very large increase in black population moving to the
suburbs.

Now I would like to just list some of the problems that I have seen
for older Americans in inner-city areas as reinvestment occurs based
on my personal experience. This 1s a very long laundry list and I will
go through it quickly.

Uncompensated eviction of tenants from rental units or condomin-
ium conversions, which is a serious problem in some cities but not in
others, or eviction just for rehab, which is the situation in my area in
Philadelphia.

Rapidly rising rents, loss of friends and relatives through reinvest-
ment, displacement, loss of supporting institutions, personal contacts
and facilities through reinvestment, loss of part-time jobs or voluntary
activities that the senior citizens use to contribute to the community
and help keep themselves active; rising costs of food and clothing as
neighborhoods become “gentrified ;” loss of nearby shopping facilities;
loss of nearby physicians and pharmacies or rise in cost of such serv-
ices; increased difficulty in walking in the neighborhood because of
parked cars blocking intersections and construction excavations and
dumpsters; loss or decline in quality of public transportation routes;
increased noise and dirt in the neighborhood either temporarily during
construction or permanently through new uses—heat pumps, external
air-conditioning units attached to luxury housing and possibly also
through bars and nightclubs that may have been attracted to the re-
vitalization going on in the area; harassment by landlords seeking to
evict them or by realtors, speculators, or private individuals trying to
purchase their home.
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" An example of this is the Saturday and Sunday visitor from the
suburbs who gets a sudden inclination to buy a house in this very cute
neighborhood and just knocks on the door of people and says, “Would
you like to sell your house ?”” The first couple of times it is rather funny
but after a while the people get rather depressed, especially the senior
citizens who see a pattern of harassment and attempts to move them
out of the neighborhood. Realtors also have been doing this. We have
been solicited so many times that we give up trying to respond to indi-
vidual realtors than canvass the neighborhood. ' )

Mental or physical illness sometimes including the very obviously
premature death caused by the stress of actual forced displacement.
This is a very serious problem. ]

Senior citizens, like many others who have lived in these neighbor-
‘hoods all their lives, don’t really have contact with the housing market
and if they do sell, they sell oftentimes for much less than the fair
price and then are faced with the inability to purchase even roughly
equivalent housing in any other neighborhood. They may also be losing
nearby open space for gardening or recreation.

One of the sort of benefits over the years of urban decline, if you can
call it that, is a number of open spaces which urban dwellers have con-
‘verted to gardens. Once the neighborhood becomes popular they dis-
appear, and they are very important to senior citizens to use as gardens
or spaces to build a little park.

Another problem we have found is that at least many of the local
community development agencies have not really gotten the word
from HUD yet and when the neighborhood begins to develop they see
that as the time to turn off the spigot of assistance. We keep getting
the message from our own city as well as other neighborhoods that we
have completed the task now and your neighborhood is well along the
way so you don’t need any help now. As soon as those $80,000 town-
houses were gone, forget, the help, we will move on to the areas that
need it. Our people still need help even though the area as a whole
might not seem to.

A few additional problems: The general loss of comfort in a neigh-
borhood and familiarity as the neighborhood fills up with strangers
and changes in physical appearance as old landmarks are torn down
and rehabilitated ; problems with social agencies and political zoning
processes, remapping, and other planning activities; difficulty in try-
ing to get access to social and housing programs.

One particular problem that hits senior citizens is historic certifica-
tion. They often don’t understand it and especially don’t understand
why they have to fix up their house. If it was good enough to live in all
these years, why do they have to fix it up to apply to some historic
requirements ¢

There tends during reinvestment also to be a lot of minor damage
associated with construction in neighborhoods, and senior citizens
again seem to be among the worst hit by that.

We find a certain portion of our association’s effort is in trying to
get cheap legal assistance for senior citizens—at least if nothing else
to write a letter to the contractor to say you have to fix that hole that
you knocked in so and so’s house. Maybe 1t won’t go to court but it is a
kind of minor harassment that an older person can really take very
seriously and we are finding some of it lessens their life and enjoy-
ment of life very much.
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A couple of specific points. I see the time here slipping away. I have
included in my testimony a Xerox of the actual tax assessment sum-
maries that we filled out 2 years ago when I guess this was the second
or third year that our neighborhood had been hit with systematic and
very dramatic upward tax reassessments, and I think they speak for
themselves. They tend to average in the 200- to 300-percent range and
come one year after another.

If you read the case studies, you will see that in virtually every
case these are senior citizens and they have done nothing to their
property. Now that does not mean that it is a falling down wreck,
they have kept their houses nice all these years. The point is that they
are paying the price in increased tax assessments for reinvestment.
By others, I will just quote from one of these forms. I have kept it
anonymous but I know the person who wrote this.

I don’t understand why this house tax was raised 350 percent. Fitzwater Street
between 2nd and Front is in bad shape, hasn’t been repaired in 40 years. It also
is not much wider than an alley. I have an empty lot in front of me and a factory
in the rear. Also my income is only $210 a month social security.

Since this woman wrote this, the empty lot across the street has been
the site of the construction of an approximately $115,000 townhouse
and the factory to the rear now has, I believe, 18 luxury apartments in
it, so her assessment and taxes will go up much more again. So the
homeowner, directly and indirectly, the tenant, is feeling a tremendous
bite from increased tax reassessments, not because of intrinsic improve-
ments—which is a different related issue—but just simply because
they happen to live in a neighborhood which other people happen to
find attractive.

Just one example on the problems with community development.
Even where the program may be working to help senior citizens get:
community development benefits, that is only where the program has
not been phased out yet because the neighborhood has been “saved.”
I gave one example in my prepared testimony, and it is a rather
extreme example but it exemplifies the problems 1n getting these pro-
grams to work. The example is of an elderly gentleman in our neigh-
borhood who in this case happens to be black and who was waiting
214 years for an emergency loan and grant. He was 92 years old.

“Then, of course, there is the constant threat of eviction. The most
recent case was of a roominghouse that had 65 rooms and it was
occupied by single men, once again in this case all black. That is now
the subject of a bitter fight with my zoning committee. We were unable
to do anything to stop the tenants from being evicted, but now the new
owner wants to cram in 32 apartments where there were 65 rooms,
which will in turn have a secondary effect on the neighborhood. There
is no parking or yard space whatsoever; so the parking, recreation,
and trash storage problems will be passed on to the rest of the
neichborhood.

To conclude I will call attention to a couple of things that I think
the Federal Government can do. I am not going to call for massive
expenditure of funds though there are certain areas where more money
is necessary but I say with regard to the private sector I think that
one of the things that HUD can do and the Federal Government gen-
erally, and I hope also neighborhoods can do, is to educate the private
sector that the risks are in most cases a lot less than they seem to be,
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and they can invest in neighborhods that still need them. I dealt with
approximately 300 to 400 developers in my years in Queen Village
and while I have seen a few go broke, I have seen quite a few make 2
heck of a lot of money.

T also think the property tax question is a major one. I am not sure
what the Federal Government can do directly but something has to
be done about the property tax situation.

Section 21-24 of the Tax Reform Act benefits only developers and
T think it should be repealed but if not it certainly should be extended
to individual homeowners.

Relocation benefits are virtually nonexistent for most of the people
displaced because they are displaced by private activity. I think there
has to be a Draconian step taken and again I am not sure what the
Federal role is. If you are going to displace somebody, you have to
take care of the relocation before the permits are given for rehab,
before right of occupancy is given. In fact, what I would like to see
is before the real estate transfer tax would be paid there must be a
form filed for adequate relocation. Holding up property transfer
before relocation has been complied with is a very Draconian and a
very extreme step, yet it is the only step that would in any way guar-
antee most of the displaced people any hope. Relocating simply does
not work if you let the redeveloper go ahead first and then let the
public worry about relocation.

Then, finally, I think we have to expand the tilt toward the neigh-
borhoods which the Federal Government has begun to take under the
present administration. I think that has to be expanded considerably
and it does not require money so much as it requires awareness and
emphasis. I think the neighborhood is the fine tuning instrument that
is best suited to deal with reinvestment and its problems.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Weiler follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. CoNRAD WEILER

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, and others, I. appreciate very much
this opportunity today to testify to you on the problems of older Americans in
the Nation’s neighborhoods.

Nearly 4 years ago I raised the prospect of massive recycling of Philadelphia’s
metropolitan population, the afluent young returning to the city centers and the
older and poorer population moving—or being moved—inexorably outward. This
prediction was based on analysis of limited, but already apparent trends, and
the underlying goals of urban renewal and housing policy. At the time such
prospects were dismissed by most experts as wildly impractical speculations. To-
day this prospect is no longer so easily dismissed. In 4 years—one Presidential
term—displacement of low- and moderate-income residents resulting from urban
reinvestment is now a nationally recognized housing problem, even though many
experts, including those at HUD, now do their best to confuse and underesti-
mate the problem, as they or their predecessors dismissed it entirely a few years
ago. The related issues of optimizing reinvestment generally and the future of the
suburbs have still not received the attention they deserve, and one wonders if, in
4 more years, the experts and policymakers will still be down-playing displace-
ment and just beginning to give graudging attention to optimizing reinvestment
and the future decline of the suburbs.

The National Association of Neighborhoods has been in the forefront of raising
and investigating these issues, not only because they affect our neighborhoods
but also because they affect the well-being and quality of life of all our citizens,
especially those who are socially, economically and politicaly disadvantaged or
otherwise less well off.
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Today we are particularly concerned with the situation of “Older Americans
in the Nation’s Neighborhoods.” My remarks today will draw upon my experi-
ence and research nationally as a board member of the National Association
of Neighborhoods and as an associate professor of political science at Temple
University, and locally in my own neighborhood of Queen Village in Philadelphia
as president of the Queen Village Neighbors Association. I would like to. addrgss
especially the plight of senior citizens in urban neighborhoods undergoing rein-
vestment. I would like to divide my remarks into the following areas: a brief
review of overall trends in reinvestment and displacement, the effects of these
trends on neighborhoods and their senior citizens, drawing particularly upon my
Queen Village experience, and what the Federal Government could do to amelio-
rate adverse effects on senior citizens. I would like in particular to acknowledge
the assistance provided me in preparing this testimony by Mrs. Kathy Conway,
field representative in the Queen Village office, and Dr. Paul Levy, planning com-
mittee chairman for Queen Village Neighbors Association. .

OVERALL TRENDS IN URBAN REINVESTMENT AND DISPLACEMENT

From personal inspection of nearly two dozen cities, dozens of first-person
reports, perusal of scores of reports from a great variety of media reflecting
all levels of society and from study of a growing number of carefully researched
studies it is indisputable that substantial reinvestment and growth is occurring
in downtowns and neighborhoods of many if not most of our cities in all regions
of the country. Nearly all of these reports underestimate—often considerably—
the extent of reinvestment and resulting problems, a tendency I have noticed since
first studying this issue in 1971. In fact, in reaction to this, I have only half-
humorously formulated the first “law” of reinvestment: there is always more
reinvestment and displacement than any expert or policymaker suspects.” Par-
ticularly impressive exceptions to this tendency however, were the Urban Coali-
tion’s report earlier this year, and a September 3, 1978, special supplement 6n
housing to the Seattle Times.

‘While the overall trends of reinvestment are the subject of a longer discussion
in a paper prepared for the Back to the City Conference in Hartford last October,
a summary is in order. )

First, many neighborhoods are undergoing “incumbent upgrading” primarily
by existing residents with little or no serious adverse effects.

Second, many older inner city neighborhoods are undergoing considerable
reinvestment by outsiders and new residents (in addition to frequent incumbent
upgrading), frequently causing substantial displacement and other adverse
effects.

Third, most of the newcomers to older, inner-city reinvestment neighborhoods
are white, middle- or upper-income, frequently single person households, primarily
in the 25-35 year category, with a smaller number of late middle age empty-
nesters. Overwhelmingly these newcomers grew up or spent most of their adult
lives in outer city or suburban areas, and are usually different in income, class,
education, social behavior, and political outlook and frequently in race from
the long-term neighborhood residents. Most studies have obscured or confused
the essentially affluent, suburban, middle-class origins and outlook of the new-
comers, which is obvious to anyone who spends even a few seconds observing
such people, This suburban character of the newcomers and sometimes the chal-
lenges and problems of reinvestment have been obscured by several “facts”:

(a¢) More people are leaving cities for suburbs than returning to cities from
suburbs;

(b) About three-quarters of recent movers in cities had their previous resi-
dences in the same city ;

(¢) About three-quarters of newcomers in obvious reinvestment neighborhoods
had a previous residence in the same neighborhood or city H

(d) Most cities still have areas of substantial blight, serious social problems,
and fiscal difficulties; and

(e) Very little quantitative data exists on the extent of displacement or other
adverse reinvestment effects.

The preceding facts, while doubtless true, in themselves have frequently been
given unwarranted importance, in interpreting reinvestment issues and presented
without important qualifying statements or supplementary information. In fact,
there is little or no inconsistency between the above facts and the existence of q
serious and rapidly growing problem of reinvestment displacement caused directly
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by primarily middle-class whites of predominantly suburban or outer-city origins.
How can this be?

First, even though there is still a net population outflow from cities to suburbs,
this is not incompatible with reinvestment displacement in the inner city. Basic-
ally, the trend outward is an old one, now levelling off, and comprising increas-
ingly black people, while the trend back is a new and small, but rapidly growing
one. Moreover, the people moving out have more persons per household than those
moving in, so that the same number of middle-income people requires a much
larger number of housing units when moving to the inner city than when moving
to the suburbs.

According to data from the annual survey of housing, the total number of
households moving from central cities to outside central cities of American
SMSA’s grew 6.9 percent between 1973 and 1976. The number of households
moving from outside central cities to central cities during the same period grew
at over three times the same rate, 22.0 percent. For the black population, the
“flight from the cities” grew a phenomenal 52.5 percent, while for non-Hispanic
whites it grew only 3.3 percent. But for “return to the city households,” non-
Hispanic white households from outside central cities moving to cities increased
by 20.8 percent, while the comparable figure for blacks between 1973 and 1976
was only 16.3 percent. Moreover, mover households into or within the city have
a much higher tendency to have a different head of the household for all races
than suburban movers. These figures not only support the metropolitan recycling
theory in general but indicate specifically that there is a back to the city trend.

Second, it is normal for most movers to move from relatively nearby, regardless
of whether they are moving into the city or into the suburbs. In 1976, 69 percent
of all city mover households with the same head previously lived in central
cities, while almost exactly half of all suburban movers with the same head—
49.9 percent—préviously lived in the same outside central city area. In fact,
despite the much-bewailed “flight to the suburbs,” outside central city areas in
1976 received only 22.6 percent of their new mover households with the same
head from the adjacent central city, and only 8.8 percent from other central cities,
and roughly the same has been true all during the post-WW II “flight to the
suburbs.”

From the suburban viewpoint, less than a third (31.4 percent) of their recent
movers are households “fleeing the cities,” while cities receive about a quarter
(22.8 percent) of their households from noncity areas, for households with the
same head.

There is one main reason why a high rate of within city movership by itself is
not necessarily incompatible with reinvestment displacement or a ‘‘back-to-the-
city” trend. First, most households tend to move to relatively similar, nearby
areas. If someone has already moved to a reinvestment area in the city the
typical pattern is to move nearby, perhaps to a less “discovered” area. Naturally,
such a person shows up statistically with a previous residence in the same city.
The same goes for suburbanites. You can only “flee to the suburbs” or “return
to the city” once. What is important is whether an important and growing seg-
ment of middle-income housing purchasers are choosing marginally to move to
cities and to stay there. That seems definitely to be happening and is far more
important than misleading quibbling over whether more people are moving to
suburbs from cities than to cities from suburbs. An interesting but disturbing
tendency seems to have developed within HUD, within many public interest
groups, and even within Congress. This is the tendency to wait until “sufficient”
data are compiled before doing anything about the adverse effects of reinvest-
ment. At best this strategy will cost years of delay, and at worst is a deliberate
"strategy for avoiding the issue. Anyone wishing to gather enough information
to know that there is a serious problem and to gather pretty specific ideas on
“ what to do about it need only spend a week or even a day meeting residents in
the hundreds of American neighborhoods where displacement is a daily phe-
nomenon. The National Association of Neighborhoods and my own neighborhood
will be happy to help arrange such visits to anyone wishing to bypass the thicket
of data and academic research.

SPECIFIC EFFECTS OF URBAN REINVESTMENT ON SENIOR CITIZENS IN NEIGHBORHOODS

.In geperal there seem to be substantial adverse effects of reinvestment in inner-
city neighborhoods on older Americans. While there are also some positive ef-
fects of urban reinvestment on senior citizens and cities, generally they do not
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outweigh nor compensate for the adverse effects. Among the adverse effects I
have seen or heard about nationally are the following: uncempensated eviction
of tenants from rental units, for rehab, condominium conversion, or owner oc-
cupancy, rapidly rising real estate tax assessments, rapidly rising rents, loss of
friends and relatives through reinvestment, displacement, loss of supporting
institutions, personal contacts and facilities through reinvestment, loss of part
time jobs, or voluntary activities, rising costs of food in nearby shopping areas
or loss of nearby shopping altogether, loss of nearby physicians and pharmacies
or rise in cost of such services, increased difficulty in walking in the neighborhood
because of parked cars blocking intersections, and construction excavations and
dumpsters, loss or decline in quality of public transportation routes, increased
noise and dirt in the neighborhood, either temporarily during construction, or
permanently through new uses, such as bars and nightclubs, harassment by
landlords seeking to eviet them or by realtors, speculators or private individuals
trying to purchase their home, mental or physical illness including premature
death resulting from the stress of forced relocation, loss of nearby open space for
gardening, lounging or recreation, loss of eligibility for benefits under the com-
munity development program as the neighborhood becomes “revitalized,” general
loss of amenity and comfort as the neighborhood fills up with strangers and
changes physically, often at a dizzying rate, problems understanding or coping
with zoning remapping and often frequent zoning variances brought on by re-
investment, difficulty in coping with new or increased housing maintenance costs
and administrative processes brought on by historic certification, damage to
homes and injury teo selves caused by nearby construction, general difficulty in
coping with snafus, delays, inaction, and errors in governmental bureaucracy
and contractors in section 312 and other “revitalization” programs as well as
in dealing with social service and governmental agencies generallly.

Let me now review a few specific examples of these adverse effects drawn from
our experience in Queen Village. Queen Village is a neighborhood of about 7,000
people along the Delaware River waterfront in South Philadelphia, next to the
well-known upper-income renewal project of Society Hill. The earliest settled
area of Philadelphia, the rowhouse neighborhood contains numerous historic
structures and a rich mixture of industrial and commercial uses, including the
popular shopping and entertainment area of New Market and South Street. In
1970 the population was predominantly blue collar and about 60 percent white
and 40 percent black. The white population was mostly of eastern European
origin and mostly homeowners, frequently employed in the docks nearby. About
half of the black population lived in the large public housing project in the south
end of the neighborhood, and the rest was about evenly divided between tenants
and home owners. The neighborhood was severely disrupted in the early 1960’s
by construction of the housing project in 1962, in the late 1960’s by the construe-
tion of I-95 through the eastern edge, by fights over other highways, and,
beginning @about 1975, by massive reinvestment in homes and businesses.
In the last few years, thousands of old residents have voluntarily or
involuntarily left the neighborhood, and thousands of predominantly young,
white professionals have moved in. At this moment there are over 100 new
housing units under construction in projects of more than 5 units, dozens more
in rehab or small numbers of new construction, and hundreds of other units
planned as rehab or new construction. Most of the larger new units are on the
site of former factories or nonresidential uses, so that the community is simul-
taneously losing its blue-collar jobs and gaining more housing units that it ever
was designed to hold. Despite the considerable turnover and reinvestment, a
substantial number of long-term residents still remain, many of them on fixed
or low incomes. In 1977, according to the Pennsylvania Department of Public
Welfare, 1,400 Queen Village residents received aid to dependent children, 525
persons received general assistance, 400 aged, blind, and disabled persons re-
ceived aid through the supplemental income program, and hundreds more lived
on pensions of one kind or another, many from the waterfront. While many of
these persons lived in the housing project, particularly those on aid to depend-
ent children, nonetheless these figures indicate what we know from living in
the neighborhood—that a substantial portion of the remaining white and black
population is older and on moderate or low incomes, and are thus particularly
susceptible to adverse reinvestment effects.

Now let us examine a few specific examples of these effects. First, property
tax reassessments. Since 1975 many of our homeowners, including many senior
citizens, have undergone severe increases in their property tax assessments,
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not because of any improvements to their properties, but solely because of reno-
vation, new construction, or increased value of property sales on the same block.
Attached is a list of some of our residents, with a short description of their
economic and social status and their recent property tax assessments. As can
be seen, many of these increases are over 200 percent in 2 or 3 years and occur
frequently. (These materials were prepared by our association for appeals of
the assessments. More on our association’s efforts to lighten the tax burden on
senior citizens will be discussed below.) It is worth pointing out that we receive
frequent reports from our residents that when they discuss their tax assessments
with the assessor, the assessor suggests they sell their homes and move out, in
at least one case even reportedly offering to help the individual sell. This out-
rageous behavior does as much damage as the assessment itself, because it con-
tributes to the feeling that one is being forced from one’'s own home and
neighborhood.

Our association has done a number of things to combat rising tax assess-
ments. We have constantly appealed for and are continuing to work for prop-
erty tax reforms that would limit or postpone assessment increases stemming
from rising market values until the property is sold. We have for several years
conducted clinies in applying for the Pennsylvania senior citizen property tax
rebate. This rebate has just been raised from $200 to $400, and is a help to
those who apply for it. Flowever, unless the rebate is raised substantially every
year our people will still suffer because of our rapidly rising assessments. Also,
not everyone eligible knows about the program, no matter how much we advertise
it.

“We have also organized a series of tax appeals. At the first level of appeal,
asking reconsideration by the assessor, our people have sometimes found some
individual relief. At the next level, the board of revision of taxes, our appeals
have been adamantly rejected with the argument that property tax assessments
must be made on the basis of market value only. We have in turn appealed this
decision to common pleas court where our case suffered disastrously. First, it
was joined to tax appeals of large corporations, who claimed their assessments
were a higher percentage of market value in the city than were most residences
which traditionally have been often assessed lower than 55 percent. Then, a few
weeks ago the judge handed down his decision: he ordered a reassessment of
all property in the city to bring it up to the legal level of 55 percent of market
value. If this is done, our people will be destroyed by taxes. The property tax
in Philadelphia is now 61 mills. The tax on a house assessed at $10,000 is thus
$610. With the increased State tax rebate of $400 the burden at this level on
senior citizens is temporarily bearable. But assessment at 55 percent of market
value would take the assessment of most of our single-family homes to within
the $25,000 to $50,000 range, resulting in an impossibly high property tax bill
of from about $1,625 to $3,050. If the court’s ruling is upheld and if we do not
have major tax reform, our people—homeowners and tenants—face a tax dis-
aster that surely will force hundreds of those on lesser incomes from the
neighborhood—especially our senior citizens—but might well burst the specula-
tive bubble afflicting the neighborhood, force many of the newcomers already
living on overextended credit to sell, and cause a collapse of the inner-city
“revitalization” in Queen Village and elsewhere the city is so proud of .

Second ; let us examine community development programs and senior citizens.
Here our specific experience is that senior citizens as a group are among the
most eligible, eager, and deserving groups for certain CD programs, such as
section 312 rehabilitation loans and site improvements, but they often are
seriously frustrated or disappointed by such programs. For several years we
have been trying to get section 312 rehabilitation loans and grants in our neigh-
borhood, with little success. Our neighborhood had been declared eligible for
the program, and money has even been appropriated for us, but for the last 2
years reorganizations and other problems in Philadelphia’s community develop-
ment program have resulted in a virtual standstill in this program in Queen
Village and, I understand, throughout most of the city. Of the approximately
100 people in Queen Village who have submitted names to our waiting list for
this program, most are senior citizens or close to it. In the more than 3 years
since we began publicizing and became eligible for this program five homeowners
have received loans and grants, all in the first year, before the program was
“reorganized.” Two others just recently were given preliminary writeup inter-
views by CD staff. The rest are still waiting. The most extreme case is Mr.
B---, a 92-year-old black gentleman who has lived in the community all his
life. Two and a half years ago Mr. B-—--'s rowhouse suffered serious fire damage
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to the roof, but was not otherwise seriously damaged. For two and a half years
we have been trying to get an emergency loan or grant for Mr. B-—, with no
success, even though he is eligible.

Our office has made countless dozens of phone ecalls and inquiries on Mr.
B---'s behalf, with no luck. We hear from some sources that if we had the
right political contacts we could expedite Mr. B--’s case and those of the others,
but we have gotten nowhere even through politicians. Mr. B---- comes by our
office about once a week, as he is still active and in good health, but we are
despairing of ever bhaving good news for him. But Mr, B-— is not an exception:
we have to make exicuses to dozens of our senior citizens for a program we
were promised but which has not been delivered.

Third, hundreds of our senior citizens, especially blacks, have been evicted
from their apartments because the landlord or new owner wants to rehabilitate
the building for luxury apartments or convert it to a single-family home. Few
if any of these people receive any assistance at all because very little is avail-
able or required. Many of these people are far worse off in their new neighbor-
hood, and suffer health, safety, and other problems which worsen their own
condition and that of the neighborhood to which they have moved.

THE FEDERAL ROLE

Over the last half-dozen years I have become increasingly disillusioned with
the idea that the best way to solve urban problems is to have the Federal Gov-
ernment spend lots of money for new or existing programs. At the same time, I
am not in favor of drastic cuts or reductions in Federal money for social and
urban problems, because such cuts would inevitably hurt the poor and the dis-
advantaged far more than they would serve to eliminate incompetent workers
or unnecessary expenditures to consultants or for other purposes. Instead, I
would recommend that the Federal Government focus primarily on its regula-
tory and incentive creation abilities than on new expenditures, although clearly
there will always be necessary new expenditures, and I will even recommend
some myself. But in all the fighting and debate over Federal expenditures for
new programs to improve society—really since the New Deal—what is being
neglected is the great power of the Federal Government to reorient, stimulate,
encourage, discourage, and compel. I would like to apply this theme to several
specific recommendations in the area discussed above—older Americans and
the problems of neighborhood reinvestment.

First, the Federal Government can itself offer a property tax rebate or en-
courage States and localities to reform property taxes, so that these taxes do not
force senior citizens and others into a lower standard of living or even from
their homes because of neighborhood reinvestment. The greatest irony here is
that senior citizens in reinvestment neighborhoods are usually the group that
showed the most commitment to the neighbor in the first place by remaining
there and working to improve it while their children and neighbors were moving
to suburbia or Florida.

The Federal Government can itself offer a property tax rebate for senior citi-
zens to allevate this problem, or, through community development or revenue
sharing or some other mechanism encourage State and local governments to do
the same.

Second, the Federal Government should immediately modify section 2124 of
the Internal Revenue Code, an amendment passed in 1976, This provision, osten-
sibly an attempt to help “revitalize” neighborhoods, gives developers accelerated
tax depreciation allowances for rehabilitation of housing in historically certified
areas.

While this new provision clearly has fostered increased housing reinvestment
In such areas, it has contributed to displacement, indirectly penalized the owner
occupant who wants to fix up his or her own home, and added more pressure
to the already often wildly speculative and disruptive inner-city land market.
In my opinion this provision is unnecessary and should be repealed. At the very
least this benefit should be extended to homeowners, be tied to satisfactory re-
location of displaced tenants before any tax benefits are received by the devel-
oper, and be tied to a functioning local program to help low- and moderate-income
residents of historically certified areas to pay the extra costs of historically re-
storing their own residences and to purchase the building if they are tenants.

Third, it is becoming ever more clear that tenancy will soon be the permanent
housing status of most Americans, not just of the poor or rich or a temporary way
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station on the path to homeownership. Particularly in reinvestment areas, and
especially to senior citizens who are tenants in such areas, economic forces are
causing tremendous disruption and injury direetly to the lives of tenants and in-
«directly to the neighborhood in which they live or did live, before being displaced.
Particularly serious in reinvestment areas is the problem of long-term, stable,
good tenants being evicted for condominium conversions or rehabilitation of
the building for much higher rent apartments to which they are not welcome and
which they usually cannot afford.

* Tenants must be given the right not to be harassed from a building which
the owner wants to rehabilitate or convert to another use. Tenants must be
given the option of automatic renewal of their leases unless the owner has good
cause not to renew it. Tenants must have the first right to purchase or return to
the building or the unit in which they live, have credit extended to them by
banks to do so, and receive governmental assistance to do so if necessary.

Fourth, where residents of a neighborhood are displaced by private or publie
reinvestment, they should receive relocation assistance, before property transfer
registration, building permits, or other permissions or approvals of a govern-
mental nature are given to purchasers or developers of property. This is the
only way in which adequate relocation assistance in the form of services or
money will ever be given to the thousands of people being displaced monthly
from our neighborhoods through reinvestment. The Federal Government must
make this a priority or it will never happen. Furthermore, the primary cost of
relocation should be placed on the landlord, new purchaser, or developer, who
frequently make tremendous windfall profits from their investments in ‘re-
vitalizing” neighborhoods. Not only is it fair for them to pay for some of the
costs of the problem they create and from which they benefit, but a prior require-
ment with costs partially on the landlord is the only realistic way in which to
guarantee that relocation assistance will ever be extended to most displaced
tenants.

Fifth, the Congress and the President should force HUD to take a clear stand

in favor of urban reinvestment and revitalization without displacement and
with adequate provision for solid, stable, and equitable reinvestment. HUD so
far has largely avoided and obfuscated these issues, in part through a misguided
sense that “saving the cities” is both incompatible with and more importan than
pursuing justice and equality for the very persons for whom cities are to be saved,
particularly senior citizens of low and moderate income. While a full discussion
of how HUD could fulfill its responsibilities in these areas is both available
elsewhere and beyond the immediate scope of these remarks, it is increasingly
clear to me that substantial progress in optimizing reinvestment for all and
avoiding displacement could be made by a concerted effort, not to spend more
government money, but to encourage the private market to reinvest in urban
areas still needing reinvestment, and to discourage reinvestment where real or
speculative demand is resulting in rapidly rising prices, displacement, and
overdevelopment.
. Finally, the Federal Government should continue to encourage and create
incentives for the participation of responsible, democratically organized, general
purpose neighborhood organizations in all phases of public life, particularly in
dealing with the whole range of services for and problems of senior citizens in
reinvestment neighborhoods. In our experience the few dollars spent for neighbor-
hood office staff and the few flimsy citizen and neighborhood participation re-
quirements in some Federal programs return many times their cost in program
delivery benefits and in avoiding program and decisionmaking disasters. Un-
fortunately, neighborhood organizations spend an enormous amount of time
fighting for themselves and their constituents for paltry resources, claiming their
participatory rights where they exist, and asserting them where they are not
legally supported. .

Our Queen Village office spends countless hours watchdogging Federal,
State, and local programs, undoing this damage of bureaucratic redtape, snafus,
delays, and unconcern, and forcing officials to do their job properly, and then
being repeatedly shut out of official decisionmaking processes, being faced with
constant snags and delays in promised funding, and as a practical political matter
being forced to publicly praise officials for doing what they were supposed to do
in the first place.

I would never like to see neighborhood organizations become as fat and lazy
and dependent on Federal largess as many sections of city governments have
become. On the other hand, a “tilt” in Federal preference and policy toward
neighborhoods at this time would cost very little money and pay substantial



45

dividends in improving the efficiency of existing programs and improving the
quality of urban life generally, particularly for senior citizens.
* Thank you very much.

QUEEN VILLAGE NEIGHBORS ASSOCIATION TAX APPEALS

(1) Mrs. Mary : Assessments: 1974, $1,800; 1975, $2,300; 1977, $4,200.

Mrs, is a widow living on a fixed income. She bought her home in 1921
for §3,500 and has made no major improvements over the years except for paint-
ing. Her home faces Interstate 95 and has suffered some structural damage as a
result of highway construction. Mrs. is a senior citizen.

(2) Agnes : Assessments: 1970, $4,400; 1975, $5,200; 1977, $S,600 (after
consultation with the assessor, 1977 was reduced to $7,800).

Mrs. is a widow living on a fixed income. She has not made any major
home improvements over the years. Mrs. is a senior citizen.

(3) Salvator and Alyce — : Assessments : 1974, $2,500; 1976, $3,100; 1977,
$8,300 (after consultation, 1977 was reduced to $6,600).

Mr. and Mrs. are living on a fixed income. Mr. is disabled. They
moved into property on Monroe Street and have made necessary improvements
to make the home livable. It was a vacant shell. They were forced to move be-
cause their former home was acquired by the State for the construction of I-95.
Both ’s are senior citizens.

(4) Stephen and Mary : Assessments : 1971, $4,300; 1975, $4,900; 1976,
$12,000 (after consultation, 1976 was reduced to $5,700) ; 1977, $8,000.

Mr. and Mrs. are both retired and live on a fixed income. The 'S
have two small trinity houses in the rear of their property which they rent for
$65 a month and they are fearful that if their present assessment is not reduced
they will be forced to raise their tenants rent which will result in a hardship
since tenants are living on social security..The 's and their tenants are
all senior citizens.

(5) Kascala . Assessments: 1974, $2,900; 1975, $3,600; 1977, $8,300.

Mr. is in his eightys, his daughter filed the tax appeal on his behalf.
He is living on a fixed income. Mr. purchased his home in 1923 and has
not made any major home improvements over the years. .

(6) Mr. and Mrs. Harry : Assessments: 1970, $3,200 ; 1972, $4,100; 1975,
$4,300; 1977, $5,200.

Mr. is a disabled stevedore and is living on a fixed income. He pur-
chased his home in 1950 for $3,000. A new front wall and gas heater were neces-
sary improvements which were made in 1971.

(7) Stephen and Dorothy : Assessments : 1970, $1,000; 1972, $3,200; 1973,
$3,400; 1975, $3,800; 1976; $10,500 (after consultation, 1976 reduced to $5,200) ;
1977, $7,700.

Mr. and Mrs.
of Queen Village. The

, like the majority of residents filing appeals, are natives
have only made necessary improvements to their

home. .
(8) Joseph . Assessments: Prior to 1977, $2,300; 1977, $4,800.
Mr. is retired and living on a fixed income. He has made no major

home improvements over the years. He is a senior citizen.

(9) Walter : Assessments: 1974, $6,700; 1975, $10,400; 1977, $19,800
(after consultation, 1977 reduced to $17,400).

Mr. — purchased this property in 1952 for $2,000, at that time the property
was a vacant lot, he built an shop on the property which he operates.
The cost of construction was $12,500. His shop services community residents.
Property faces I-95, and ;

Assessments: 1974, $1,000; 1975, $3,000; 1977, $7,900.

Mr. purchased this vacant lot in 1952 for $1,000. The only improvements
he has made to this lot is to keep it clean and free of debris. He also regularly
cuts the grass. Property faces I-95.

(10) Pauline and Joseph : Assessments: 1965, $3,100; 1977, $5,300
(after consultation, 1977 reduced to $4,600).

This property has been in the 's family for many years. 1n 1958 the
present owners purchased the property from relatives for $1. Their home is the
only existing home on the block. No major home improvements and their property

faces I-95. _
(11) Gary : Assessments : 1966, $3,200; 1972, §£5,400; 1976, $7,300; 1977,
$10,400.
Mr. is presently on;DPA and is in very poor health.
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(12) Helen . Assessments: Prior to 1977, $2,900; 1977, $5,100.
Mrs. is a widow on a fixed income. She has made no major home im-
provements only necessary improvements to the front wall of her property. She

is a senior citizen.
(13) Alfreda . Assessments: 1976, $4,000; 1977, $8,300.

Mrs. has made no major home improvements to her home.
(14) Jane . Assessments: 1971, $2,200; 1977, $5,700.
Mrs. is a widow on a fixed income. Recently, Mrs. has had several

operations and is in poor health.
(15) Henry and Helen . Assessment : Prior to 1976, $3,200; 1976, $13,600

(after consultation, reduced to $5,500) ; 1977, $7,800.

Mr. is a disabled stevedore and is living on a fixed income.

(16) Valentine . Assessment: 1977, $7,200.

Mr. has been reassessed in the past but we do not have the figures
on file. He inherited his property from relatives. Mr. ig disabled and being
forced to retire.

(17) Bronislaw and Helina . Assessment: 1966, $3,200; 1976, $5,200;
1977, $7,500.

(18) Joseph and Helen . Assessment: 1977, $6,600 ( 's have been
reassessed in the past but no figures are available in QVNA files).
The 's purchased their property for $3,500. The property is 75 years old.

They have made no major improvements.

(19) Raymond . Assessment : 1977, $5,900.

Mr. was reassessed in 1975 but figures are not available in QVNA
files. Mr. has not worked in three and a half years due to an injury which
occurred on the job. He purchased his property in 1973 for $3,000 and has not

been able to afford any improvements.
(20) Robert . Assessment : 1977, $7,700.
(21) Dennis and Rita . Assessment : 1977, $3,800.
(22) Jennie (senior citizen) : assessment: 1977, $4,500. [Copy of ori-

ginal appeal retained in committee files.]
(23) Felix and Mary . [Copy of original appeal retained in committee

files.]
(24) Laura and John . Assessment : 1977, $5,100.
Mr. and Mrs. purchased their property in 1964 for $2,800. They have not

made any major home improvements.
(25) Lawrence and Nancy . Assessment: 1976, $4,100; 1977, $15,500.

The ’s purchased their property on July 12, 1976. At that time the deed
of the properties was combined. Property “A” being 225 Carpenter (a vacant lot)
and property “B” 227 Carpenter (existing rehabbed dwelling). The properties

are now assessed as one.
(26) Mr. Charles . Assessment : No figures available in QVNA files.

Mr. purchased the property in 1973 for $13,500. He installed a new
plumbing and heating system into the property at that time, at a cost of $6,000.

Senator DeCoxoint. Thank you for your testimony.

Mr. Corwin, do you have questions?

Mr. CorwiIN, Yes.

Mr. Weiler, recently you appeared on the Public Broadcasting Sys-
tem +with Assistant HUD Secretary Embry, in a very similar discus-
sion to the one today, and you made a statement during that broadcast.
You said, “At present the market is defeating itself and defeating the
purpose of saving the city.” I wonder if you would just expand on that
by explaining it, and by giving us some ideas of how we can encourage
the market to work in a way which still guarantees profits but which
las a less adverse effect on specific neighborhoods?

Mr., WemwLer. Well, this is partly guesswork because I don’t think we
have had enough experience on the broad scale. But partly drawing
upon the work of Rolf Goetze who was referred to in Senator DeCon-
cini’s opening remarks and also my own experience, I think this image
of risk which perhaps was true 5 or 10 years ago is a self-defeating
and in time limiting factor which leads investors from the insurance

9
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companies all the way down to the individual prospective home pur-
chaser to look only in the neighborhoods that the media has already
established as a “safe revitalized neighborhood.” By the time it makes
it into Philadelphia Magazine or New York Magazine or whatever the
local equivalent is, the neighborhood probably has far too many people
trying to move into it so that even the recent reinvestors themselves are
finding tremendous pressures and in some cases are starting to move
out themselves.

So I would suggest that maybe we should proclaim a period of na-
tional confidence in our neighborhoods and say probably a lot of neigh-
borhoods are capable of taking new people and would like to take
them and can do so without very great risk as long as most of the
neighborhoods are getting the reinvestment at the same time. The
problem is that when only one or two get it, then everybody piles into
those neighborhoods and cause diplacement. I would imagine, and
again this is sort of guesswork but the theory is that if we got more
reinvestment spread out in more neighborhoods, we would have less
displacement and more profit for private industry.

Mr. Corwin. I have one very quick question. Inasmuch as you repre-
sent a national association of various neighborhood organizations
which face very different situations in very different cities—do you
see a danger that Federal programs, if they are oriented more toward
neighborhood organizations, will they find their independence and
effectiveness stifled as they try to conform to whatever model will most
readily receive Federal funding? I guess in that question I am trying
to find out if there is any common ground to what the organizations
are looking for from the Federal structure.

Mr. WeiLER. I would have to reply for myself because I don’t think
our association has taken a position on this but very definitely, yes, I
see a danger and my personal opinion—and I will probably be ques-
tioned closely on this after I go back, but I really think it is much
more important for the neighborhoods to be given participatory rights
than massive amounts of money. I think small amounts of money are
critical, That $10,000, that $20,000 is critical but it is really the right
to participate and the guarantee of a small amount of money which
I think is more important than neighborhoods responding in a massive
way or a large way as to Federal programing. I think it should be
more interactive and more open. In a brief remark I don’t know how
to describe it more fully. I think the Neighborhood Housing Services
1s a model of how neighborhoods can work with the Federal encour-
agement without being stifled by it.

Senator DEConcint. Thank you.

Mr. Lewis.

Mr. Lewts. Can you put yourself in the position to say, on behalf of
the association or individually that—we have talked so far in the hear-
ing mostly about housing, but I would like to really expand beyond
that issue to more integrated services at the neighborhood levels. Fous-
Ing 1s a prominent problem for the elderly, buf sort of a parallel issue
is also services that go along with maintaining older persons in
neighborhoods.

Has the National Association of Neighborhoods taken any look at
that whole issue; that is, strengthen the whole issue of neighborhood
development as well as neighborhood services to help elderly persons
maintain themselves in a neighborhood area %
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Mr. WemLer. Well, we did receive the first national VISTA grant
to a national group directly for neighborhood associations and many,
if not all, of those VISTA’s were either to senior citizens or to work
with senior citizens.

Other than that, we have not treated the subject as a special issue
except that we recognize the interdependence of the whole fabric of
the neighborhood life. I am not sure if I have gotten the thrust of
your question.

Mr., Lewzs. What I am trying to focus on is, the next two panels
have had an opportunity to speak to just looking more beyond the
issue of housing and neighborhoods. I think housing is an important
issue, but I think there is more to the issue of neighborhoods than just
housing.

Mr. Wrereer. Certainly.

Mr. Lewis. Then we need to focus not just on the primary issue of
housing, but how do we integrate that which exists at the neighbor-
hood level without a lot of Federal involvement to maintain existing
neighborhoods, particularly the elderly persons that live in those
neighborhoods? Mr. Fleming pointed out, it is commendable with
what they have done so far, but I think what you pointed out before
is, that we really don’t need, at this point, a lot of Federal dollars at
the local level. Perhaps what we need is a greater commitment by
localities to be prepared to take care of themselves. .

Mr. Weer. Yes. I think I see what you are getting at and I would
say that we have to have responsible neighborhood participation as
a full partner in whatever is going on. Sometimes that is a challenge
to other agencies and governments. Sometimes neighborhoods are not
responsible but it is an unavoidable prerequisite of success in the
structure, it is the lowest level of social organization above the family.

Our experience has been very good, I would say. Just as a very
brief example, dozens of developers have thanked my Zoning com-
mittee for giving them a rough time because by doing that we saved
them from making disastrous mistakes. They had the money and
they were going to build things that were not going to work for them
or the neighborhood, so in our way we have contributed to revitaliza-
tion not because we have money but because we have skill. We have
the knowhow to make the money work correctly, work for the interests
of the city and the neighborhood and the investor. That is just one
kind of example.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you.

Senator DeConcint. Ms. Wilson.

Ms. WrLson. No questions.

Senator DECoxcint. Thank you.

Our next witness will be Ms. Phyllis Myers, senior associate, the
Conservation Foundation, Washington, D.C.

STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS MYERS, SENIOR ASSOCIATE, THE
CONSERVATION FOUNDATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ms. MyErs. Mr. Chairman, my name is Phyllis Myers.

A small grant from the Administration of Aging enabled the Con-
servation Foundation to examine the implications of neighborhood
revitalization for the sizable, growing, and often hidden elderly popu-,
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lation in cities. My interest in this area of research was triggered in
the course of more general research about neighborhood revitalization
efforts across the country. I sensed that revitalization was a term
that could, by its imagery, be insensitive to the elderly. On the other
hand, policymakers might think of the elderly as people who didn’t
belong in a revitalized neighborhood, who were overhoused if they
were homeowners or transients if they were renters. On the other
hand, the new trends in cities could also hold out opportunities to
improve the conditions of the elderly living there.

I will briefly report the main findings and recommendations of the
study which are elaborated on in greater detail in the written state-
ment that T have submitted to the committee.

As others have said here today, we don’t know how many clderly
people are affected by revitalization activities, nor do we know how
much displacement overall is occurring, or even how much revitaliza-
tion has occurred. But we can say that revitalization is increasing,
that the trend has strong forces underlying it, and that the numbers
and proportion of elderly living in cities 1s also sizable and increas-
ing, especially in older cities.

At the neighborhood level, I, like others here, have encountered only
rough estimates of how many elderly are in a particular neighbor-
hood. They are often hidden or alone. These estimates often come to
20, 30, 40 percent, sometimes even more. We need to single out these
older persons for closer examination, and not just group them in a
category of “poor” or “minority,” because first. not all of them are
either poor or minority and second, as a group they have significant,
relevant, characteristics. More are homeowners, for example, but more
‘of them live alone. More are women and white as the group ages. Many
have low incomes and poor health. .

But more important than these statistics are the psychological 1n-
sights which emerge from research on the aging which stresses the
special meaning of home to an aging person, the trauma of an 1in-
voluntary move, and the importance of family associations and the
community network in extending an elderly person’s ability to live
outside of an institution in various degrees of independence or assisted
living. Research on urban renewal programs serve as a reminder that
‘the elderly, as a group. paid a heavy price in involuntary relocation.

Another finding in the research is that, when asked, the elderly over-
whelmingly say they want to stay where they are. In the 1975 annual
housing survey, for example, 89 percent of the elderly homeowners
said thev didn’t want to move despite their complaints about the neigh-
borhood in response to a census inquiry. The census never asked them
wwhat they liked about the neighborhood, incidentally. It was also
true that 87 percent of the renters didn’t want to move. Sometimes
there is a tendency to think of renters as transienfs whereas renters,
particularly those who are elderly, may have lived in particular areas
for a Jong time.

The research on involuntary relocation during urban renewal and
-the escalating costs of providing new housing for the elderly, which
We are now aware, is not just a housing vnit but must also include a
network of services for the elderly means, if only on a practical basis,
that much more emphasis needs to be put on keeping the elderly in
their homes and communities. This emphasis makes particular sense as
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city mneighborhoods revive. The familiar neighborhood may have:
stores which will again be occupied. Public services are improved. Cer-
tainly there continues to be many urban neighborhoods where the old
imagery is true—where the elderly are terrorized and public policy
should help them to leave—but we also have to make room in our minds
for this more positive view of the resources that cities provide for
many elderly residents, even in what other people may see as blighted
neighborhoods.

The elderly can be an asset in the effort to create stable urban places.
In neighborhoods where the elderly are part of the renewal strategy,
the result is often in a more interesting and stable area, with an em-
phasis on local history and culture, or opportunities for elderly to be:
busy and make money in mom-and-pop shops, fresh food markets,.
craft and ethnic fairs, home needle shops, and so on.

My recommendations fall into six main categories.

First, we need much more information about the independent
elderly, those who are living outside of institutions. Research, like
policy, has tended to focus on the dependent elderly. Some encourag--
ing efforts in this direction are underway now at both HUD and HEW.
It is very important that such data-gathering efforts inform policy-
makers. However, I also welcome Mr, Fleming’s statement that policy-
makers will not wait for these longitudinal, long-range data before:
making some appropriate programmatic responses now.

Second, services for the elderly should be restructured to extend
more aid in the communities, especially as neighborhoods revive. In
recent years, more emphasis has been placed on home maintenance,.
chore services, energy conservation, crime prevention, and neighbor-
hood community centers. This should continue and be augmented. We
need to find more ways to help the elderly with the real-world problems:
they face.

Third, we need to know more about different kinds of revitalization
strategies which are aimed at combining urban reinvestment with
equity, and how they affect different groups of elderly, for example,
life estates, reverse mortgages, section 8 subsidies, facade easements,.
outright grants, low-interest renovation loans, and so on.

Fourth, we also need to look at the increasing involvement of Govern-
ment in economic revitalization partnerships with the private sector
and consider what this implies in the way of responsibility for the im-
pacts of these programs, for example, relocation planning and compen-
sation in case of relocation.

Fifth, public programs tend to emphasize building new housing
while good buildings are empty.

When it is not possible for elderly to remain in their homes, the
possibility of converting existing vacant buildings in the community—
like schools, hotels, and factories—for housing for the elderly should
be explored. This could contribute to the neighborhood revitalization
effort and provide satisfying, less costly housing for seniors, who can
then use the existing neighborhood facilities like parks, public trans-
portation, stores, and keep up their network of associations in the
community.

Finally, officials, private developers, and citizen groups should an-
ticipate, as they get involved in city neighborhood revitalization
efforts, that there may well be many elderly affected, and tailor their



51

efforts accordingly, drawing on the experience of others like the
neighborhood housing services staff, neighborhood groups, city officials,
area agencies, and others who have dealt wisely and positively with

elderly residents.
I do not have a pat formula to recommend as to how we solve the

problem we are addressing this morning. Reinvestment is good for
cities and, overall, beneficial to residents. The elderly were not well
served in urban neighborhoods where they were trapped. The extent
to which they will benefit from neighborhood renewal will depend on
the creativity, capacity, and sensitivity of local people, and the ability
of Government to provide flexible resources in response, and to assist
in transferring information about ways these references can be used.

Many crucial decisions will not be made by Government. This means
the elderly advocate groups also need to change their focus, values, and
attitudes. The new trends in cities provide us with special opportuni-
ties to look at old problems and create models of exemplary urban

communities.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Myers follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS MYERS

Mr. Chairman, I am Phyllis Myers, senior associate of the Conservation Foun-
dation in Washington, D.C., a private, nonprofit research and communications
organization. In its various programs, the foundation views cities, as well as
natural areas, as assets which need to be conserved and managed in ways that
balance the Nation’s social, economie, and environmental goals.

The unexpected rebirth of neighborhoods across the country is a welcome
phenomenon, the best hope for cities in a long time; however, as a New York
Times editorial observed last week, it ‘‘exacts a price.” What is that price?
‘What could or should government do about it? This committee’s timely hearings
call together, for the first time, two important constituencies—persons interested
in neighborhood conservation and policymakers in the aging field—to begin a
dialog on how to shape constructive policies for a particularly vulnerable group—
the elderly.

Little is known about how neighborhood conservation is affecting these long-
time residents of cities—on the positive or negative side. A small grant from
the Administration of Aging of the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare enabled the Conservation Foundation to look more closely at the sizable,
growing, and often hidden elderly population in cities in the context of how
different kinds of renovation activities were affecting them. On one level, the
study, published last week, is about displacement and opportunity for the urban
elderly in reviving neighborhoods; more broadly, however, it brings together
insights from the neighborhood revitalization movement and elderly research
which call on us to rethink the values that underlie national housing policy for
the aging.

Three examples illustrate why I believe this dialog between neighborhood
conservationists and advocates for the aging is so important:

In a Maine town, the revitalization plan of a bright young community develop-
ment director combined three facts: (1) many poor elderly were living in
neglected colonial houses in the towns outskirts; (2) many 3- and 4-story build-
ings on Main Street were vacant; and (3) a new market of young people was
looking for homes in rural areas. The official’s plan was to use community develop-
ment block-grant funds to move the old people out of their houses into town,
and the newcomers into the outlying clapboard homes.

In St. Louis, a major university has taken a welcome interest in reviving
the surrounding community in a plan which now emphasizes conservation. With
the aid of condemnation powers and code enforcement, about 40 single-family
homes were designated for extensive rehabilitation. Over a third were owned by
elderly persons who had neither the funds nor psychic and physical energy to
do the work. Although community development block-grant funds and other Fed-
eral and city programs paid for landseaping and bricking the streets and other
design improvements to create a pleasant residential environment, since dislo-



52

cation was not the result of du‘ect Federal action, uniform relocation procedures
and payments did not apply.

In Bridgeport, Conn., public officials are promoting the city in order to spark
some revitalization spirit. They are looking hard for new uses for the many
vacant, still solid turn-of-the-century buildings in downtown. The newest build-
ing in Bridgeport, some blocks away from the downtown, is a round high-rise
structure-housing for seniors. It sits in a largely vacant six-block area cleared
with the help of millions of dollars of urban renewal and block-grant funds for
property acquisition, relocation payments, and site preparation. The $3 million
cost of constructing 101 new housing units is guaranteed by the State. So far,
money to create a parklike setting for the building is not available.

In all these examples, there is a welcome new way of looking at the cities’
physical structures. Saving and renewing old buildings and neighborhoods is
not only a realistic use of resources, but a policy that will give our cities and
growing rural places more style, dxstmctlon, and physical continuity.

But the first two examples also show how neighborhood conservation—like
urban renewal of the past—can routinely view the elderly as people to move on,
who don’t belong in a revitalized neighborhood, who are “over-housed” if they
are homeowners, or “transient” if they are renters. Assumptions are being made
about what is good for cities and what is good for the elderly with little involve-
ment of those affected. In the Bridgeport example, we see the typical expression
of the Nation’s housing policies for the elderly: a costly new building, isolated
from the community and-downtown activities, and planned apart from current
community development strategies. Too much time has elapsed between razing
the area and development for the building to house the elderly who were
displaced.

The following are the main findings of my recently published study:

1. We don’t know precisely how many old people are affected by neighbor-
hood revitalization. Nor do we know how much displacement overall is taking
place in response to revitalization, or even how much revitalization is oceurring.
We can say, however, with some confidence that considerable rehabilitation is
occurring in neighborhoods all over the country, that strong forces underline
the trend, and that private interest, neighborhood involvement, and government
support are quickening. If this goes on, displacement—which is probably occur-
ring significantly in only several cities now—could become a more important,
even explosive issue.

An important point needs to be made about the twin phenomena of revitali-
zation and abandonment now characterizing our cities. Both neighborhood re-
newal and population loss can and do occur in the same city, and even in the
same neighborhood. The empty structures that pose a problem in blighted
neighborhoods can be a resource in neighborhoods undergoing revitalization.

‘While there are no over all statistics on how many elderly live in revitalizing
neighborhoods, we do know that one-third of the elderly live in cities, and
that the proportion of elderly is higher in our largest cities, and that the
Nation’s population as a whole is aging. Between now and 1988, those aged
65 and older will increase by almost § million or 20 percent. As for elderly popu-
lation in particular neighborhoods, the 1980 census will provide more data;
meanwhile, I—like others working at the neighborhood level in older cities—
have found sizable proportions of elderly residents. To cite some local estimates
in renewing areas, in Detroit’'s Woodbridge neighborhood, 80 percent of the
houses are said to have elderly occupants; one-third of the residents of:the Cen-
tral West End and the Soulard neighborhoods in St. Louis are elderly ; 40 per-
cent of the Pike Place Market area in Seattle are elderly and low income; and
Fells Point historic distriet in Baltimore has 20 percent elderly; about half of
the people in the single-family homes in the Detroit neighborhood surrounding
General Motors, proposed for a major conservation effort, are elderly. Many
elderly are “hidden”—that is, they are loners and roomers in city neighborhoods
and their presence is not alwavs a statistical certainty.

2. Nelghborhood conservation policies need a special focus on the elderly be-
cause they differ in significant ways from an urban population grouped as “poor”
or “minority.” Over half of the elderly in cities live alone: many have low in-
comes or are in-poor health. Due to the differential mortality rates, there are
more women and more whites in older age groups. Many are homeowners-—more
than any other age group.

. More 1mportant than these statistics are the psychological 1ns1ghts of research
on the aging which stress the special meaning .of home to an aging person, the
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.greater trauma of an involuntary move, the importance of familiar associations
and the community network in extending an elderly person’s ability to live in-
dependently. These are consistent with ideas about the importance of place
and continuity with which we have become so aware in the neighborhood move-
ment. What are amenities at some ages can mean life itself to the elderly.

3. The elderly overwhelmingly want to stay where they are. Researchers have
persistently ignored the implications of this repeated preference. In the 1975
annual housing survey, for example, 89 percent of the elderly homeowners said
they didn’t want to move, even after listing all their complaints about the neigh-
borhood in response to a census query. This was true also of 87 percent of the
renters. Incidentally, no one asked them what they liked about the neighborhood.
The same percentage wanting to stay—89 percent—emerged in a recent study
of the elderly in an Australian city. Some other suggestive data : voluntary mo-
bility among the elderly seems to be very low ; many elderly renters and so-called
transients appear to be attached to certain neighborhoods for long periods of
time; studies show elderly occupants rate their living quarters as less blighted
than the visiting researcher.

- 4, The research on involuntary relocation during urban renewal, the escalating
costs of new housing for the elderly, and the growing numbers of elderly in our
country argue very practically for a housing policy which, as a first step in a
continuum of policies, puts more emphasis on keeping the elderly in their homes
and communities. The elderly were particularly hard hit during urban renewal,
when government failed to provide more standard housing units than it de-
molishe, despite massive spending. Today, new housing for the independent
elderly under HUD’s 202 program costs $33,000 per unit; most of these are
occupied by persons living alone. These are construction costs which may be
supplemented by other public funds; the figure is exclusive of rental subsidies
and social services. In view of inflation and the need to recreate a community
network as well as build a housing unit, there is no way, realistically, to expect
new construction to address more than a fraction of the currently projected
needs of the independent elderly for housing.

5. Neighborhood conservation can hold out many new opportunities for elderly
residents by improving the familiar neighborhood, lessening crime, raising the
level of public services, and reviving local stores. One of the reasons for the
focus on relocation and new construction for the elderly is that the image of
the city held by many officials is a very negative one. Without diminishing the
severe problems faced by the elderly in many urban neighborhoods, we must
also make room, in our attitudes and institutions, for a more positive vision of
the range of resources cities provide, and for the increasing impact of local,
grassroots self-help efforts to improve the functioning of neighborhoods. Policies
which emerged out of the urban renewal mentality need to be reconsidered in
terms of newer perspectives about conserving cities.

6. The elderly can contribute to the effort to create distinctive, stable urban
places. Much as reinvestment and the return of the middle class to city neigh-
borhoods is welcome, a cookie-cutter image of urban revival based on boutiques.
gaslights, pedestrian malls, hanging plants, and young lawyers is a limited
urban vision. Chinatown in San Francisco, the Pike Place Market Historic Dis-
trict in Seattle, the Soulard Historic District in St. Louis, the East Patterson
Park NHS neighborhood in Baltimore, the Victorian Historic District in Savan-
nah, the Woodbridge community in Detroit, are more inter&sting, often more
stable, as well as humane, urban places because they value older residents.
Moreover, fresh food markets, craft sales, mom-and-pop shops, ethnic fairs, and
home needle industries create activities and egrning power for the elderly in
reviving neighborhoods. The needs of the elderly for special housing also point
to the prospect of adaptive reuse of vacant community buildings, like schools
or factories.

7. The various renovation strategies going on in cities need to be examined
for their impacts on the elderly. The policy implications of different degrees of
government involvement need to be considered, for example. While almost all
renovation activity receives governmental aid of some sort, much of it has been
primarily spontaneous, privately initiated activity. As private reinvestment goes
hand-in-glnve with some governmental role—in historic districts, in private/
public partnership projects of the type cited in St. Louis earlier, neighborhood
housing programs, homesteading activities, and so forth—public responsibility
for the fairness of these programs, and the manner in which they address sig-
nificant urban goals, take on a different character. The cooperative projects
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for urban development projects will present new dilemmas for government agen-
cies about relocation payments and responses to projects which wil cause sizable
relocation.

Looking at renovation through the special lens of the elderly can also inform
and improve local abilities to use effectively the web of resources the Federal
Government has provided for neighborhood conservation efforts and integrate
these with services for the elderly. We need to learn more about how innovative
strategies, which can be compatible with reinvestment and minimization of dis-
location, affect the elderly—such as expansion of conventional credit, high-risk
loans, facade easement, section 8 subsidies, outright grants, neighborhood self-
help efforts, homeownership incentives—and to find ways to communicate this
knowledge to major local public and private actors. From my research it looks as
if the elderly, compared with other affected groups, are very prudent about pay-
ing back loans for housing improvements, more intimidated by government
policies which call for code enforcement or put liens on the house, and more in
need of special counseling and attention.

My recommendations fall into five main categories:

1. We need much more information about the independent elderly. Research,
like policy, has focused on the dependent elderly. We know very little about the
lives of the independent elderly, including the homeowner. There are some en-
couraging new developments at HUD and HEW to identify important research
gaps and data needs about the independent elderly. Care should be taken how-
ever, not to delay actions until comprehensive, longitudinal data are gathered
and analyzed. Some sensible needed responses can be made now.

2. Services for the elderly should be restructured to extend more services in
the communities, especially as neighborhoods revive. Such programs as home-
maintenance services, energy-conservation assistance, crime prevention, access
to communal-type living arrangements all need to be encouraged. Code enforce-
ment should be handled very sensitively while repair services, including changes
to accommodate special needs of residents, are very needed. An excellent program
in Detroit, the combined efforts of social service practitioners and historic preser-
vationists, provides a combination of outreach and free maintenance services—
a ramp for an amputee, locks for the door, weatherstripping of leaded glass win-
dows, and so forth, to elderly homeowners. Interesting features of the houses
are carefully protected so that a future, more affluent owner may restore them.

3. Public programs now build new housing, while good buildings are empty.
When it is not possible for the elderly to remain in their homes, alternative hous-
ing in the community, or adapted older buildings—like schools and hotels—
should be fully utilized for senior housing. In Soulard, in St. Louis, State funds
are backing the conversion of an abandoned factory into senior housing; in
Massachusetts, converted schools now house elderly persons who once learned
the alphabet there—again with State funds. Developers of these projects claim
considerable money has been saved; at the same time the reuse of familiar
community landmarks is a stabilizer in the community environment. Further
savings may be realized from the use of existing medical and social services,
public transit, stores, and parks—as well as the absence of the need to clear the
site and relocate occupants. We need to understand more about the incentives
which continue to favor new construction in federally funded elderly housing
construction, and the comparative social and economic costs of adaptive reuse
versus new constmuction.

4. Public and private officials and citizens groups working with revitalization
strategies should expect to find many elderly in city neighborhoods and sensi-
tively tailer their efforts to this reality. Even if there are not a great many
elderly, they will probably require special counseling in any program that affects
their homes. Information about how an array of revitalization tools affect the
elderly should be gathered and made available. Area agencies, elderly advocate
groups, and neighborhood conservationists need to combine their resources at
the local and neighborhood level to address the problems, as well as the
opportunities.

5. Responsibility for the elderly is fragmented among government agencies,
as are policies which address urban conditions. A focus for the independent
elderly—which informs all relevant government programs—is needed.

While these seem very commonsense approaches in a society expecting a 20-
percent increase in elderly within 10 years, there are—as you know—many
barriers to progress along these lines. There is no single formula, no one program
or institutional delivery system to recommend. The neighborhood conservation
perspective has made us especially sensitive to the fact that successful strategies
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The change in trends in cities offers ways, however, for us to look at old prob-
lems with some new opportunities for creating models of exemplary urban
communities.

Senator DeCoxciNt. Thank you very much. )

You call, in your statement, for a focus for independent elderly in
Government programs. We have an Administration on Aging which is
supposed to be performing such a role. In your opinion is it doing so,
and if not, do you believe 1t can take on the responsibility of coordinat-
ing the Federal effort within the neighborhood context ?

Ms. Myers. Well, they did support this research so I am hopeful.
In several ways they have indicated interest in turning more attention
to this group, but I think that it is fair to say that at this point most
of their efforts have gone into the emphasis on the neediest elderly
and the institutionalized.

Senator DeCoxciNi. Do you anticipate greater participation from
the Administration on Aging in studies and efforts like yours?

Ms. Myers. They have indicated such an interest.

Senator DEConcint. Mr. Lewis.

Mr. Lrwis. Where will your research take you next? You come up
with these conclusions and findings and then pass them on to the
Administration on Aging. What will the Administration on Aging
«do with them ¢ What role will the Conservation Foundation now have
in terms of the elderly? Will it be a continuing role?

Ms. MyErs. Well, the Conservation Foundation has examined urban
<onservation as an important aspect of our research and communica-
tions efforts in environmental issues. We are looking at important con-
strants to conservation activities in cities, as well as opportunities,
and in that context focused on the elderly. I think one of the things
that needs to be done is to expand the dialog, such as we have this
morning, among different kinds of groups whose actions affect cities—
the private sector, government, and different interest groups. One of
the things that we are thinking of is how best to do that, how to expand
the awareness of this important issue.

_Mr. Lewrs. That was the concern of Mr. Fleming with the Commis-
sioner of Aging of the Administration on Aging.

Senator DeCo~cint. Thank you very much.

Our last witness is Solomon Jacobson of the Institute for the Study
©of Human Systems, Inc., Columbia, Md.

Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF SOLOMON G. JACOBSON, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR,
INSTITUTE FOR THE STUDY OF HUMAN SYSTEMS, INC,
COLUMBIA, MD.

Mr. Jacossox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I know the hour is getting late and my colleagues have other ideas
they would like to discuss. I will speak very briefly about an approach
which has been tested in Ann Arbor, Mich., and which may serve as
the model for organizing the elderly in an approach to improve their
own neighborhoods. We hope this approach will be looked upon by
neighborhood associations throughout the country as an example of
how to focus services for the elderly by using elderly residents them-
selves in cooperation with residents of all ages.
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. The impetus to neighborhood senior services—NSS—at Ann Arbor
in drawn from two major themes. The first theme was the community
planning approaches that have been developed in Detroit, Mich., where
small bounded areas were selected for intensive physical rehabilitation.
That approach seemed to have a way of drawing residents into the
problems of the neighborhood.

The second theme comes from the problems of delivering services to
the elderly. In 1972, there was no merger between these two themes.
Several stafl people at the Institute of Gerontology at the University
of Michigan attempted to merge these two themes into what was called
the neighborhood approach, and that was essentially an attempt to ask
older residents and other residents of an area to organize together to
consider the problems of their neighbors who might be frail, who
might be impaired, and who might need some help. My testimony will
cover in detail the growth of neighborhood senior services from a
kitchen table organization to an organization which now serves over
60 people a month and has contact with every older resident in the
north side of Ann Arbor. NSS provides information to older people
who need services and also provides a way of keeping in touch with
those persons who have some problem.

The concept of neighborhood senior service is not to replace but to
supplement formal services by voluntary efforts of neighbors helping
their neighbors. This is done in as unobtrusive a way as possible.

The physical aspects of the neighborhood approach, I think, are
most interesting to this panel. The individuals involved with NSS
have worked on problems of property tax reduction, home mainte-
nance, and on street repair. They are in contact with the seniors in Ann
Arbor and with the spokespersons for the needs of older persons. NSS
has been active in reducing property taxes and getting roads paved
and in establishing an ongoing system of chore services provided by
neighbors fraternities, and by other volunteers.

In general, an organized neighborhood senior service organization
can help deliver services to older people in a manner which is accept-
able to them. It is a relatively inexpensive and cost-effective approach
but that is not the most important factor here. The most important
factor is that a tradition of shared concern is being built by younger
and older residents within the boundaries of single neighborhood. It
is a tradition that will hopefully last so that a future resident in that
neighborhood will say: “We help our older people in this neighbor-
hood. We don’t know how the tradition started but it is here and we
are glad it is here because it will be here when we retire.” That is
what the neighborhood approach is all about. Hopefully, neighbor-
hood senior service organizations can be established throughout the
country and can help direct some of the social and physical programs
that are necessary to help older persons remain in their homes in peace
and in dignity.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jacobson follows :]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SOLOMON G. JACOBSON

My name is Solomon G. Jacobson. I'm associate director of the Institute for
the Study of Human Systems, Inc.

I represent Neighborhood Senior Services, Inc. (NSS), of Ann Arbor, Mich..
which is a model for the organization of neighborhood residents to serve their
older neighbors. The members of NSS and myself are grateful for this oppor-
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tun‘lty to present our views and ﬁqdings to the Senate Special Committee on
Aging. We recognize that the committee has been a leader in calling attention
to matters concerning the elderly. We have been working on a neighborhood
approach since 1974 and believe there is 2 real need to examine the neighborhood
as a basis for serving the elderly.

My stapen;ent w@ll focu§ on tl}e positive role organized groups of neighbors
can plan in improving service delivery for their older or impaired neighbors. The
neighborhood approach differs from other programs by working within the
boundaries of existing neighborhoods. Although the approach may require the
assistance of a community organizer when it starts up, it promises to build a
tradition of service by neighbors for their olders neighbors in this Nation’s
neighborhoods. Instead of replacing existing agencies or programs, it primarily
provides a neighborhood base for the delivery of services acceptable to older
people. Instead of generalizing about the elderly, it treats each individual with
the dignity and respect they deserve as neighbors, Instead of relying on Federal
funding, the neighborhood approach is a local effort which can create a climate
of concern for the elderly and makes retirement more comfortable for those
remaining in their neighborhoods. While members of this panel will discuss
the problems elderly persons experience in remaining in their neighborhoods,
this statement will reflect an approach which has worked in one neighborhood
and ecan work in others. It is our hope that the important problems raised by my
colleagues to be considered by this committee can be solved, in part, by adding
the neighborhood approach to the existing supports for the elderly—that is,
groups of residents organized on a neighborhood basis to assist in serving their
elder neighbors.

There are important reasons for focusing on neighborhoods :

(1) Over 70 percent of all elderly people live in homes they own.

(2) Over 80 percent of all elderly express satisfaction with their neighborhoods.

(3) Over 85 percent of all elderly are able to function normally within their
homes and neighborhoods.

(4) Over 98 percent of all elderly, if they move at all, will remain within a few
miles of their previous home.

I appear here as an advocate of the neighborhood approach to serving the
elderly. With others, I helped found Neighborhood Senior Services, Inc., in Ann
Arbor, Mich., in 1974. NSS is an organization which serves the elderly within
their own neighborhood on the northside of that campus community. I am also
a researcher, currently conducting a study on caregiving in the minority com-
munity for the Institute for the Study of Human Systems, Inc., under an Ad-
ministration on Aging grant.

Frankly, however, there has been very little research on the role of neighbor-
hoods and the elderly. Consequently, my comments are based on the experience
of one organization, Neighborhood Senior Services. It is my hope that it will
serve as a model for similar associations throughout the Nation. In time it may
be possible to compare and contrast the neighborhood approach with other ways
of helping people live full lives in their homes, Where appropriate, I will cite
examples from NSS or from the few models and studies of the neighborhood ap-
proach which are now underway.

REQUISITE CONDITIORS

The neighborhood approach may work where several conditions are met:

(1) There is a concentration of older persons living in an area which, by con-
sensus or by official recognition, is a distinctly named and bounded neighborhood.

(2) There is a concentration of housing units and social services which meet
the needs of older persons.

(3) There is support for neighborhood improvement by both residents and local
officials.

It might appe